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i  
Abstract 
 
Higher education institutions (HEIs) are increasingly exploring innovative strategies to adapt to 
the 21st century changing institutional context and to respond to the students’ needs and 
expectations. Given that technology in all its forms is ubiquitous in education, one of HEIs’ 
strategical responses is the implementation of blended learning (BL) and distance learning (DL) 
as new pedagogies in all faculties. This organizational improvement plan (OIP) examines how a 
language department, part of the Faculty of Arts in a large research-focused university, can 
integrate BL and DL in language teaching. As this change is a significant departure from the 
current traditional lecture-based pedagogy and to ensure that the department as well as its faculty 
members feel supported and motivated, servant and transformational leadership styles are 
deployed. Moreover, Cawsey, Deszca, and Ingols (2016) change path model in conjunction with 
Kotter’s (1996) change model are used as change frameworks to focus on the organizational 
structure. There are key changes involved in this OIP, namely a departmental and individual 
cultural change since teaching a language rests on a long history of face-to-face interactions. The 
main challenge is to deal with limited resources and faculty resistance as well as the complexity 
of technological teacher training. As this implementation is done incrementally over four years, 
data is collected from various stakeholders, examined and reviewed to allow leaders to adjust 
according to feedback. As University X’s language teachers gain knowledge and power led by a 
guiding coalition, it is anticipated that the institutionalization of BL and DL in language teaching 
will be reached in time. 
Keywords: Blended learning, distance learning, language teaching, servant leadership, 
transformational leadership, cultural change 
 
 
 
ii  
Executive Summary 
In this third decade of the 21st century, higher education institutions (HEIs) are facing 
extraordinary challenges. Faculties of arts throughout Canada have been particularly affected as 
enrolment in some departments has been declining significantly in the past decade. Hence, the 
language department (FLS and ESL), one of 16 departments in University X’s Faculty of Arts, 
has seen its enrolment numbers decrease steadily in the past five years alone to a point where 
sections are closing, courses are being cancelled, and course offerings are becoming limited. 
To respond to the overall HEIs crisis, provincial regulatory bodies such as the Ministry of 
Advanced Education and Skills Development (MAESD) along with HEIs’ senior administration 
have combined efforts and launched strategic mandates to support creative responses from 
organizations to adapt to the changing institutional context. As technology is evolving quickly in 
education, one of the solutions proposed is to implement pedagogical innovation such as BL and 
DL to support teaching. 
This solution has been adopted in most HEIs in Ontario including University X (Bates, 
2019). University X is a large research-focused university with a well-established commitment to 
academic activities. While it is recognized for its innovative pedagogies in science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics (STEM), innovative pedagogical approaches involving technology 
remain unevenly adopted in other faculties. 
In University X’s language department, faculty is skeptical to adopt BL and DL in their 
language courses as it is believed that teaching a language at a distance through technology is not 
feasible. Ergo, while BL and DL as a pedagogical approach is gaining popularity elsewhere in 
HEIs in Canada (Bates, 2019) and in the world (Hilliard, 2015), this organizational improvement       
plan (OIP) presents strategies to support the implementation of BL and DL in language teaching 
 
 
iii  
to align with University X’s recent strategic mandate and in response to organizational 
challenges encountered by the Faculty of Arts. Drawing on this OIP objective, the language 
department is poised to re-imagine its language pedagogy. As the proposed change implies a 
significant shift in professors’ teaching approaches, beliefs, and even culture, a combination of 
servant (Greenleaf, 1970, 2002, 2008; Horsman, 2018; Spears, 2016, 2018; van Dierendonck & 
Patterson, 2010) and transformational (Bass,1990; Burns, 1978) leadership approaches  has been 
selected to support changing the deep traditional scholarship found in the department. 
Furthermore, this change plan aims to incrementally create a culture of growth and of innovation 
(Buller, 2015) as well as a change capacity (Meyer & Stensaker, 2006) that will last long after 
this change plan is completed to prepare the language department’s faculty to face new and other 
challenges in the future. 
To ensure a thoughtful and progressive change process, Cawsey et al.’s, (2016) Change 
Path Model is followed and strategically aligned with Kotter’s (1996) eight-stage change model 
in order to create a set of practical strategies (steps). Furthermore, an organizational analysis is 
instigated to capture the department and individual cultural diversity made of beliefs, values, and 
norms (Lund, 2003; Schein, 2004; Zhu, 2015). Moreover, Cameron and Quinn’s Competing 
Values (2011) Framework is employed to shed light on the current department’s dynamic 
interactions between the Clan, the Adhocracy, the Hierarchy, and the Market Cultures. Given 
that the ultimate objective is to intervene on the current cultural incongruence (current state) in 
order to establish a new cultural balance (desired state) conducive to the implementation of BL 
and DL in language teaching, three solutions are presented: (a) de-emphasize Market-Hierarchy 
culture, b) emphasize Clan-Adhocracy cultures, and (c) introduce an integrated organizational 
structure and cultural change. Furthermore, the benefits, the anticipated impact and the 
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limitations for each solution are considered. Ultimately the preferred and most strategic solution 
is a combination of solutions one and two. As this comprehensive change plan may take up to 
eight years to be fully implemented and institutionalized, priorities have been established and 
elaborated for the first three years of this OIP. To address “fidelity of implementation” (Hall, 
2013, p. 275), the Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) cycle (Deming, 1950; Langley, Moen, Nolan, 
Nolan, Norman, & Provost, 2009) is used to monitor and evaluate the change plan through 
collecting data from various stakeholders. As this OIP aims to support a shift in the department 
as well as in individual cultures, the plan emphasizes the crucial role of the interactions dynamic 
among teachers by using strategies such as the creation of a dialogical space Akkerman & Meijer 
(2011) “led by a guiding coalition whereby teachers distance themselves from their familiar set 
of responses to listen to multiple voices to explore the unfamiliar, to question, and to listen to 
one another” (p. 14).  
This OIP has two primary limitations: lack of stakeholder engagement even resistance 
combined with faculty training. To mitigate against these limitations, this OIP (a) includes 
gradual and incremental steps to the change, (b) ensures emotional and professional support to 
stakeholders, and (c) keeps the momentum by maintaining a strong communication system 
between the guiding coalition and stakeholders. These will be better achieved by involving 
professional learning communities (PLCs) and by applying the PDSA cycle regularly to review 
and modify the approach according to new data collected. The next steps for this OIP’s 
implementation are (a) to stay the course of the department’s desired state guided by the common 
vision, and (b) to continue to measure impact of this change on the institution, the teachers, and 
the students.                                                         
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem of Practice 
 
We live in a fast-changing world. More than ever, higher education institutions (HEIs) 
struggle to survive in a new social, cultural, and institutional context that consists of financial 
constraints, changing and shifting demographics, and markets-like bureaucracies (Busch, 2014). 
Since 2010, Canadian faculties of arts, including University X’s, have been particularly affected. 
Many students want to take courses in the Faculty of Arts but are increasingly less interested in 
majoring in arts programs (University X’s strategic plan to 2030, 2019). As a result, students’ 
enrollment in arts programs has declined. In response to these wicked problems (Ramaley, 2014; 
Rittel & Webber, 1973) University X shifted its policies in an effort to engage in the creation of 
innovative solutions. Among these, implementing blended learning (BL) and distance learning 
(DL) in all of its faculties, was deemed instrumental in the strategic plan of University X.  
Blended learning is defined by a thoughtful combination of face‐to‐face meetings 
between students and teachers and online components either synchronously (in real time) or 
asynchronously (in deferred time, usually through using an LMS). Thoughtful, because this 
balance is determined by individual teachers’ choices, which may vary from one teacher to 
another (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008, Vaughan, 2007). To achieve the 
right balance, one must determine the effective use of a few technological tools for quality 
teaching and learning in a specific teaching context. The two main challenges instructors face 
when designing a blended course is first, choosing the correct blending between time, people, 
place, and resources, and second, the added workload that it incurs to design in-class and online 
activities (Serrano, Gonzales-Burgos, Serrano-Gil, & Lalatsa, 2019).  
Distance learning (DL), on the other hand, implies that teachers and learners are 
physically separated, that the learning takes place in “non‐co‐presence” (Lamy, 2013, p.144). 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
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Synchronous meetings are completed through video-conferencing platforms such as Zoom, 
Adobe Connect or MS Teams, and asynchronous sessions through an LMS such as D2L or 
Blackboard (White, 2017).  
It is from University X’s plan to implement BL and DL in all faculties that the problem 
of practice for this OIP has emerged. Indeed, the specific problem of practice that is addressed is 
the challenge of implementing BL and DL in second and foreign language teaching in University 
X’s language department, one of 16 departments in the Faculty of Arts. In other words, how to 
facilitate and engage language teachers to adapt and adopt language pedagogies in the Digital 
Age?  Specifically, what strategies might be useful to lead this shift in language teaching 
pedagogies? 
This OIP provides context for the problem of practice, outlines a compelling vision for 
change based on current institutional change drivers, identifies obstacles and challenges, and 
presents the necessary theories and tools to develop a comprehensive change plan. 
Organizational Context 
 
Institution X is a large, century-old, researched-focused university in Ontario, Canada. It 
offers more than 450 programs, with majors and minors administered by ten faculties. The 
university is recognized for its science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) 
programs as well as its medical and business programs. As a research university, administrators 
value excellence in research over teaching (which is subsequently of primary importance for 
academia to gain tenure). University X is also reputable for its second language department. 
Hundreds of domestic and international students study English and French as a second language 
every year and the language department is described on University X’s website as a major player 
in the university’s commitment to bilingualism. 
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Political Context 
 
As the Ontario political context of higher education institutions (HEIs) changed in the 
last 10 years, the Ministry of Training of Colleges and Universities (MTCU) brought a 
differentiation policy forward in 2013, stating that “universities shall expand their program 
delivery methods to offer learning options for students to improve their learning experience and 
career preparedness such as technology-enabled learning and experiential learning opportunities 
to provide students with twenty-first-century learning experience” (MTCU, 2013, p. 10). 
Following the issuance of this government policy, University X’s senior leaders opted to 
implement BL and DL on a large scale on the campus with the purpose of producing better 
learning outcomes, to increase productivity, and to reduce costs.  
Furthermore, by implementing BL and DL on a large scale, University X wanted to make 
different and better use of space, as well as making language learning online broadly available, 
answering an unmet need (particularly in Ontario). The senior leaders’ report stated, that based 
on extensive research, traditional teaching such as the lecture-based learning format alone, was 
no longer sufficient for students’ academic needs and proposed that a strategic plan be 
implemented to expand, for example, blended courses throughout the university. It recommended 
that: “1,000 new blended courses be developed (representing 20% of the total current course 
offerings) equivalent to having 500 professors using BL by 2020” (University X’s strategic plan 
2020, 2014, p.23). 
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Economic Context 
 
As mentioned earlier, faculties of arts across Canada are struggling in the current 
institutional context as displayed in Figure 1.1. For example, from 2010 to 2014 alone, the 
overall arts program enrollments at University X dropped 31% at the undergraduate level, 16% 
at the graduate level, and new entrants have dropped by 51% (University X’ s strategic plan 
2030, 2019). 
Figure 1.1. Arts studies in Canada, 2010-2014. From University X’ s strategic plan, 2030 
(2019, p.9).  Used with permission.  
 
As a result, the enrollment challenges have had a more profound effect on revenues than 
in any other faculties, as the decline in revenues outpaced the ability to reduce expenses, thus 
creating a growing structural budget deficit (University X’s strategic plan 2030, 2019). 
Against the backdrop of the sharp enrollment decline in the Faculty of Arts, the language 
department (French and English as a foreign/second language) took a severe hit in enrollment 
during that same period, as illustrated in Figure 1.2. As illustrated, for French as a second 
language (FSL) alone, registrations went down by 15% in 4 years. 
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Admittedly, enrollment numbers have decreased steadily in the past five years alone to a 
point where sections are closing, courses are being cancelled, and courses offerings are  
becoming limited.  
 
 
Figure 1.2. FSL Registration 2014-2018. Data from University X Institutional Research Office 
(2019) 
As well and as illustrated in Figure 1.3, the English as a second language (ESL) student 
registration suffered a sharp enrolment decrease until 2017 when University X introduced an 
international student exchange program which stabilized, temporarily at least, the number of ESL 
registrants. 
 
 
Figure 1.3. ESL Registration 2014-2018. Data from University X Institutional Research Office 
(2019) 
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Although the enrolment has increased in the ESL courses, this applies only in the 
immediate future, as it is difficult to predict in the foreseeable future how internationalization 
will evolve and continue to impact the ESL programs. 
Social Context 
 
Universities are undoubtedly going through a crisis in the public eye and University X is 
no exception. Since the economic crisis of 2008 and pushed by an ever-changing economy, HEIs 
went from serving the public good to serving the private good (Busch, 2014). As Busch 
describes it, the neoliberal takeover of higher education had a profound impact on the 
institution’s traditional values. 
 Hence, the current local and international economic competitiveness created new 
responses at University X. For example, from traditionally admitting only a limited and selected 
number of students, University X increased enrollment and created large classes environments, 
which is known as massification (Hornsby & Osman, 2014). As well, in support of the current 
globalization effort, University X is supporting academic mobility between an international 
community of academic institutions. Furthermore, University X continues to expand its 
internationalization (Altbach, 2012; Stein, Andreotti, & Suša, 2019) programs where it brings 
international students, predominately of Chinese origin, to integrate into its campus. This new 
social context raises two issues, namely the university’s accountability and accessibility: will 
University X remain accountable and accessible to all? 
As the economy continues to shift and to influence the labour market which brings 
students to learn skills that suit the requirements of a global labour market (Varghese, 2018), will 
University X be able to respond to the needs and to the call of all students, including those who 
cannot be present on the campus? In other words, and as Coates (2016) asks, are institutions 
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based on the premise of education for public good living up to their claim? To better understand 
University X’s social context, it is opportune now to look closely at one major stakeholder at 
University X’s language department: the students. 
The students. As changes happen slowly in HEIs whereas changes in the world around 
us happen much faster, there is a growing incompatibility between students’ needs and 
expectations and the skills and knowledge provided to students by HEIs. University X’s 
language department makes no exception.  
What do we know about the student of the 21st century? We know that students respond 
to new pressures from the institutional environment. The majority of the language department’s 
current students were born after 1995. As illustrated in Appendix 1, research done on people 
born after 1995, the students of Generation Z (a.k.a. the GenZers, also called the generation of 
all technology all the time or the born-digital) reveals that GenZers expect to learn in multiple 
formats - not just in a lecture at a specific time and in a specific space (Seemiller & Grace, 
2018). GenZers have a global focus, enjoy mobile and hand-held devices, use cloud computing, 
spend time in Facetime interactions, and look for digitally crowd-sourced solutions. 
GenZers expect to find the information they need when they want it, where they want it, 
and in the form they have learned to use (Seemiller & Grace, 2018). Thus, as the majority of 
students in the language department are GenZers (University X Institutional Research Office, 
2019), it is crucial to take into consideration the social context to understand why it is necessary 
to implement new policies, procedures, and pedagogies. What made sense for me as a Baby 
Boomer may not be relevant to my GenZer students anymore! Therefore, as Buller (2015) 
suggests, one must ask: “Why did we always do it this way?” (p. 61) but most importantly, why 
can’t we continue to operate the same way? 
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The teachers. Despite the fact that the university’s espoused values posted on its website 
refer to “effective technologies to support teaching, respond to the diversity of learning styles, 
and facilitate the career development of professors” (univ. sources), and that the language 
department mission claims “to promote, and disseminate innovative language teaching and 
evaluation methods” (univ. sources), teachers in the department have been struggling with the 
concept of implementing BL and DL in teaching languages. Moving away from the traditional 
face-to-face, lecture-based language teaching methodology has proven to be difficult for many. 
Currently, the language department is divided between a few who support implementing BL and 
DL and the majority who do not. Since University X launched its strategic plan in 2013, despite 
opportunities, resources, and support, faculty remains skeptical of its applicability and 
effectiveness in teaching a foreign language. 
Consequently, many opted out of the opportunity to introduce it in their traditional face-
to-face courses despite the fact that the current technology enables the use of different forms and 
methods that, partially at least – substitute communication in face-to-face courses (Hubackova, 
2015; Hubackova & Semradova, 2016; Hubackova, Semradova, & Klimova, 2011). 
External context 
 
We know institutionalizing BL and DL in HEIs are methodological approaches that are 
becoming increasingly popular throughout the world (Hilliard, 2015). An online learning survey 
(OLS) from the eLearning Guild revealed that they were expanding globally to the growth rate of 
46% or higher per year (Hilliard, 2015). The European Higher Education Areas (EHEA) are 
requiring the university system to incorporate BL and DL across the curriculum (Matheos, 
2012). BL and DL exploration and integration in HEIs in Australia, Finland, Sweden, Denmark, 
Scotland, and the United States is well documented (Kanuka & Rourke, 2013).  
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In Canada, the Collaboration for Online Higher Education Research (COHERE) learning 
policy and implementation reports that BL and DL offer many advantages for higher education. 
For example, the authors mention that students enrolled in blended classes, on the whole, achieve 
equal or higher grades than their counterparts in face-to-face courses (US Department of 
Education, 2010). As well, student course satisfaction, knowledge retention, motivation, 
achievement, cooperation, and critical thinking tend to be higher in blended and distance courses 
when compared to traditional lecture courses (Güzer & Caner, 2014; Martínez-Caro & 
Campuzano-Bolarín, 2011). Moreover, faculty report having their teaching reinvigorated by the 
experience (Curtis Bonk & Graham, 2006). 
Also mentioned in the reports is that institutions are able to increase their enrollments – 
and income – without the need for new construction as classroom space can be better utilized 
(Moskal, Dziuban, & Hartman, 2013). Furthermore, the Canadian Digital Learning Research 
Association’s 2019 survey of online learning in Canadian colleges and universities reported that 
80% of institutional response (representing 92% of all Canadian post-secondary students) stated 
that more than two-thirds of all Canadian public universities and colleges offer online courses for 
credit. Without a doubt, and with future technological innovations, BL and DL will continue to 
grow and offer new and more possibilities to study without being limited to a classroom. 
Mission, Vision, Values 
 
In 2013, Institution X published a strategic plan with a mission that placed student 
experience as well as teaching and research as its first two priorities. As a research-based 
university, its mission aims to provide students with an excellent education which will enrich 
students’ intellectual, economic, and cultural life. More recently, University X proposed a 
renewed strategic framework (2019) to respond to its changing institutional context. Its new 
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vision, inspired by a growing number of international students moving onto campus, addresses 
the pressing need triggered by and for students’ access, inclusivity, and diversity.  
From its standpoint, the department’s mission speaks of excellence in teaching, 
celebration of linguistic and cultural diversity, lifelong learning, creativity, and innovation. 
While innovative language teaching and evaluation methods terminology are identifiable in the 
organization and the department’s mission, faculty continue to use traditional language teaching 
methodologies which limit access to students and keep the department in a frozen state (Lewin’s 
3-stage model of change, 2012). This leaves questions about the department’s commitment to 
fulfill the institutions as well as its own mission, vision, and values, thereby answering the needs 
of the 21st century students. 
Organizational Structure   
 
University X has been operating since 1848 within a bicameral system with hierarchical 
and bureaucratic structures. Governance is conducted through the Board of Governors and the 
Senate, whose roles were established by University X in 1965. The Board provides overall 
governance and management, including the implementation of policies and procedures. Wide- 
spread change can be challenging to implement as faculty’s units function in a loosely coupled 
fashion and academic freedom is highly valued (Manning, 2018). 
In 2018, after a two-year consultative process of tapping into ideas and insights from all 
of its 16 departments, the faculty presented its strategic plan for 2030 in which it recognizes the 
nature of the changing institutional context. In the document, the faculty articulates its current 
priorities. It states that it should reimagine its programs and attract and support students of the 
future in ways such as developing alternative learning models including hybrid and online 
learning. 
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Although the current governance structure claims to bring people together in a 
consultative process to address these priorities, it does not take into account the dynamics and 
relationships of all stakeholders within the university’s culture. In other words, in its bureaucratic 
culture, the Faculty of Arts’ senior administration appears to forget that “there is a human-social 
element at the heart of governance” (Austin & Jones, 2015, p. 57), namely the teachers in the 
language department whose numerous and long-standing teaching cultures need to be considered 
and understood if one wants to implement a significant and long-lasting change. 
Current Leadership Landscape 
 
University X’s senior leaders may be perceived, by some teachers, as more concerned 
with its bureaucracy than with the teachers themselves. This, in turn, could create a “moral 
hazard” (Austin, 2015, p. 60) whereby the university’s strategic choices are not aligned with the 
human- social element of its current institutional environment. Recently, University X broke 
with its tradition of appointing the new president based on “stewardship assumptions” (Block & 
Piersanti, 2013, p. 67). It nominated an external candidate who has made it a priority to improve 
equity, diversity, and inclusion. This may demonstrate a desire from senior administration to 
break with traditions, to be courageous, imaginative, innovative, and forward-thinking. 
Admittedly, this new turn may be a force to be reckoned with in implementing BL and DL in 
language teaching. As a research-based university where tenure and promotion have been 
awarded on traditional modes of scholarship, academia was never pressured to explore 
innovative teaching methods. Could the shift in senior administration be a signal of a change in 
priority? 
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History of Language Teaching in Language Department 
 
In an attempt to elucidate the sources of this problematization (Foucault, 1990), it is 
useful to take a quick glance at history. The FSL and ESL language department was created in 
1968. Now, decades later, the department remains proud of its traditions and keeps a close and 
prudent eye on innovative pedagogical approaches even though the institutional context has 
changed. 
While ingrained teaching traditions have existed in the department for over five decades, 
language teaching methodologies are tethered in a much older philosophy. Foreign language 
teaching and learning have a 5000-year-old history (Germain, 1993) dating back to the 
Sumerians, when teaching a foreign language was seen as an important intellectual activity that 
provided status and power (Germain, 1993). Not surprisingly, the most important denominator in 
all of the teaching approaches used to teach languages is the posture of the teacher as the “Sage 
on the Stage” (King, 1993). As technology cropped up in the 80s, that central role shifted in 
HEIs when BL and DL started to emerge. As it stands now, a majority of HEIs report that online 
learning is very or extremely important for their strategic or academic plan and nearly all 
institutions report that the main benefit of online learning is increased student access (Bates, 
2018). Drawing from the insights gained from this evidence, it is reasonable to wonder why the 
Sage on the Stage pedagogy remains the dominant approach to language teaching in University 
X’s language department. 
In summary, in the current organizational context, political, economic, and social 
pressures impact University X’s accountability and accessibility. As a result, and as found in the 
University’s mission, vision, and values, priority is given to improve the student experience and 
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to respond efficiently to the pressing need triggered by and for students’ access, inclusivity, and 
diversity.  
As BL and DL implementation continues to expand in HEIs all over the world, it is worth 
questioning our current traditional language pedagogies in the language department. While 
ingrained language teaching traditions have existed for over 50 years, the language department of 
University X should not remain isolated but endeavour to be a place that influences and is 
influenced by the world around it (Spanier, 2011). In the next section, we will explain the 
leadership positions that have been selected in order to support the implementation of BL and 
DL in language teaching in the most effective manner.  
Leadership Position and Lens Statement 
 
From the Faculty of Education where I began to design and teach educational online 
courses in 2004, I joined the University X’s language department in 2015 when the department 
launched its BL and DL in language teaching initiative. Having experienced the transition from 
traditional face-to-face to online teacher training courses in the teacher education program, I was 
acutely aware of the ups and down of such a change and how to face the challenges lying ahead.     
My mandate extended also to support faculty in the process of “hybridizing” their own lecture-
based courses format. This challenging task required me to analyze my colleagues’ Verstehen 
(Weber, 1965), that is, to understand how they rationalized their pedagogical choices.  
Undoubtedly, this was a necessary step to determine what to do next and how to act. 
Indeed, based on observations as well as on individual and group discussions, I was able to 
conclude that people in the department tended to respond to the new institutional context by 
relying on “traditional, routine, habitual action which requires no conscious thought as it is 
linked to people's attitudes, opinions and behaviors” (Weber, 1965, p. 44). This realization 
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helped me build a mental construct of the department as a whole and in each of its parts (Buller, 
2015). Being one of them allowed me to understand the various positions adopted by academia 
facing the changes proposed by senior administrators thereby anticipating and preparing for 
some of the challenges ahead. 
Up to now, I have contributed to change through a bottom-up approach, that is, by 
identifying colleagues who are interested in investigating BL and DL, who are willing to be 
trained, and who accept communicating results obtained in their classes to inspire others. 
Additionally, frequent interaction with other leaders involved in BL and DL, inside and outside 
the university, and regular participation in professional development activities, have brought to 
light some possible strategies to support faculty in the department to engage in BL and DL 
methodologies. 
In view of the aforementioned context, it appears evident that successful implementation 
of BL and DL in language teaching will require the adoption of a leadership approach that both 
aligns with the faculty’s and the department's values and mission as well as with faculty’s 
specific needs and beliefs about teaching a language. To accomplish this, I found it challenging 
to focus on just one approach as I foresee the usefulness and relevance of strategically combining 
attributes that together have a better chance of success. Thus, as my core values include listening, 
empathy, transparency, and capacity-building, I see a correlation between my leadership style 
and a servant leadership approach (Greenleaf, 1970, 1977, 2002, 2008; Horsman, 2018; Spears, 
2014, 2016; van Dierendonck & Patterson, 2010; van Dierendonck, 2014). Servant leadership 
(SL) is a leadership approach that engages followers on many fronts (e.g., relational, ethical, 
emotional, spiritual), in a way that they feel empowered to grow into what they are capable of 
becoming (Greenleaf, 1977).  It aims to support followers’ development based on leaders' 
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selfness and moral orientations (Greenleaf, 1977). When followers' well-being and growth are 
prioritized, they in turn are more engaged and effective in their work (Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, van 
Dierendonck, & Liden, 2019; Greenleaf, 1977; Horsman, 2018; Spears, 2014; van Dierendonck, 
2014). 
While implementing BL and DL in language teaching, teachers may feel skeptical and 
even unprepared to respond to the institution’s new policies, which may lead to individual 
uncertainty. Consequently, to foster an individual’s engagement and commitment to implement 
BL and DL in language teaching and to respond to faculty’s needs to do so, I believe patience, 
compassion, respect, fairness, and careful listening are all essential parts of leading to build 
relationships, trust, and to support empowerment. As individuals feel more competent, 
autonomous, and connected (relatedness) to BL and DL, their motivation and self-determination 
will increase (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
That being said, as the planned change aims at transforming not only an individual but an 
entire department, a transformational leadership approach may present itself as the best 
complement to a servant leadership approach in order to achieve success (Bass & Bass, 2008; 
Bass & Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978). A transformational leadership (TL) approach rests on four 
basic premises. It refers to (a) the leader’s ability to inspire admiration, respect, and loyalty 
(charismatic role modeling); (b) the leader’s ability to build one-to-one relationships with 
followers and understand their individual needs, and skills (individualized consideration); (c) the 
leader’s capability to generate an exciting vision for the department, as well as to show followers 
how to achieve it, and to express beliefs that they can do it (inspirational motivation), and (d) the 
leader’s capacity to elevate the followers’ interests and to stimulate them to think in new ways 
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(intellectual stimulation) (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Bass, 1990; Bass & Bass, 2008; Bass & 
Riggio, 2006; Burns, 1978).  
 I foresee the challenge of fostering the process of fundamental change not only in words, 
but above all in a process of the teachers’ mindset change (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The profound 
changes involved in redefining the role of the language teacher will require innovation and 
exploration of uncharted territory (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The profound changes involved in 
redefining the role of the language teacher require innovation and exploration of uncharted 
territory. Combining SL and TL is an appropriate strategy for this organizational change as both 
leadership approaches aim at influencing and empowering teachers and encouraging them to 
improve through communicating and listening to all, no matter if one is in a position of 
leadership. As Choudhary, Akhtar, and Zaheer (2013) state: “SL and TL leadership styles 
promote organizational performance through the mediating effect of organizational learning” (p. 
439).  Using SL and TL approaches together will provide ways to support teachers’ development 
while moving together toward the common goal of innovating in language teaching in a time of 
high external pressures (Allen, Moore, Moser, Neill, Sambamoorthi, & Bell, 2016; Hoch, 
Bommer, Dulebohn, & Wu,  2016). 
Additionally, while respecting the values, experience, and expertise of colleagues (Posner 
& Kouzes, 1988), SL and TL will allow me to bring to a positive influence in the department by 
sharing my experience and enthusiasm for teaching languages through BL and DL and by 
demonstrating how it may fulfill and even exceed the department’s original mission and values 
(Bass, 1990). Clearly, this can only be done by engaging colleagues and including them in the 
process by inspiring them to explore, take risks, and offer them emotional and intellectual 
support resulting in intellectual stimulation (Bass & Bass, 2008; Burns, 1978). My guiding task 
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can be envisioned as that of a leader who drives followers out of the cave of traditions, into the 
light of the new, unbounded, and dazzling world of 21st century knowledge, such as in 
“L’allégorie de la Caverne" (Plato, 375 BC, cited in Jowett & Campbell, 2019) while 
recognizing and respecting the fact that they are highly educated people who are proud of their 
experience and expertise (Kouzes & Posner, 2018; Posner & Kouzes, 1988). The appeal of a 
charismatic and transformational leadership approach is powerful in this OIP because of the need 
to build positive and strong departmental bonds (Cawsey et al., 2016) among teachers and to 
reach even the most “contentious resistor” (Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2017, p. 151). For this reason, 
as a change agent, my role is not to take power but rather to ensure the growth of multiple 
leaders to form a guiding coalition that will rise from this transition (Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978) 
with a new change capacity mindset.  
As I reflected on my ability to achieve this ambitious goal, and in the spirit of self-
examining my leadership skills and experience, I reminisced on my past experience 
at University X’s Faculty of Education from 2004 to 2015, where I designed and taught BL and 
DL educational teacher training courses in the Teacher Education program. I understand the 
complexity and I foresee the skepticism around online pedagogies especially in language 
teaching. Consequently, the focus of my intervention must be on teachers’ feelings, mindsets, 
needs, experience, and expertise with online pedagogies and technologies. Through my words 
and actions, I hope to transmit my passion for self-renewal and self-reflection with the purpose 
of improving as an educator. In this sense, my long-standing years as a teacher, both at the 
secondary level, and as a professor at the university level, add credibility to my leadership role 
(Kouzes & Posner, 2018; Posner & Kouzes, 1988). As a servant and a transformational leader, I 
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believe in leading by modeling – such as discussing reflective practices as proposed by Schön 
(1973, 1983, 2016).  
Adopting reflective practices supports faculty capacity development for change and 
enhances the value of self-improvement and professional development. Ergo, as one learns about 
self and others, strategies on how to improve the students’ experience may surface. Through this 
process, my objective is to ultimately build a community of practice (CoP) (Wenger & Snyder, 
2000) to support a strong and lasting faculty change capacity (Meyer & Stensaker, 2006) and to 
see changes not as a temporary phase but rather as a continuous process. 
Additionally, I also believe that providing students access to a bilingual education is the 
sine qua non to a solid and well-rounded education. Learning additional languages is a great 
asset in Canada and elsewhere in the world (Canadian Parents for French [CPF], 2019). In that 
sense, I relate to a critical approach to education (Dewey, 1916, 1938; Freire, 1970; Evans, 
Hassard, & Hyde, 2013; Kellner, 2003). As an educator with a critical mindset, I advocate for 
those who cannot attend nor afford University X’s language courses on the campus. In my work, 
I endeavour to eliminate barriers between the university and the students, to ensure equitable 
access to language learning, specifically FSL and ESL, which provides several personal gains, 
and social and economic advantages such as educational and job opportunities, cognitive 
development (Vince, 2016), and access to better-paid jobs (Leung, 2018) in the globally 
competitive business environment (CPF, 2019). 
In my present capacity, I serve as the language department blended and distance learning 
language courses’ coordinator. In this role, I have limited intervention at the policy level, yet I 
enjoy an extensive one at the departmental and individual level. I meet regularly with the 
administration of the department, the faculty, and the 11 full-time and 45 part-time professors.  
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As being one of the professors myself, my priority is to grasp the department’s many 
cultures at a deep level, over time, both as a department, and at the individual level (Schein, 
2016). My active participation in departmental meetings, in the Faculty of Arts Council, and in 
several other administrative committees provides me with opportunities to advocate for 
institutionalizing BL and DL in language teaching as well as to inquire about other departments’ 
progress in implementing BL and DL in their programs. Consequently, in my current position 
between administration and academia, it will prove useful to invest time in building connections 
among all stakeholders. In the context of this OIP, this means including academics, executive, 
professional staff, formal leaders, and informal experts whose participative contributions will 
benefit the department and myself to build a systematic, multi-faceted leadership (Jones, Lefoe, 
Harvey, & Ryland, 2012). 
In summary, implementing BL and DL in language teaching presents itself as an 
interesting yet challenging change plan. To support this plan in the most effective manner, both 
servant and transformational leadership approaches will be applied. These will serve to support 
individual teachers’ needs as well as the entire language department’s well-being while 
transitioning into digital pedagogy. Reflecting on my similar experience at the Faculty of 
Education, I foresee the challenges ahead. However, in my current role, I will be able to connect 
with all stakeholders to establish a strong basis that will support the structure of this change plan. 
In the next section, we will define and frame the problem of practice to delineate the what and 
why of this change plan.  
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Leadership Problem of Practice 
 
HEIs have deep histories, long-standing traditions, and a set of rules of the game to guide 
their actions (Austin & Jones, 2015). An example of its enduring tradition is the lecture-based 
pedagogy that forms the crux of teaching in HEIs. More recently, research has proven that 
learning is enhanced when learners are involved as active participants in the learning process. 
Admittedly, knowledge is not compartmentalized, as it was once believed, but is contextualized, 
culturally specific, constructed rather than discovered (Beetham & Sharpe, 2007). Consequently, 
emphasis continues to grow on individual capacities and needs of learners within their social and 
cultural contexts as part and parcel of their engagement with learning.  
The emergence of computers and the internet coalesced into what Mayes and de Freitas 
(2007) described as the flow of information through networks that has supplanted the flow of 
material as the main source of worth in society. In our current digital age and with a renewed 
student-centered learning approach, University X’s language department must evolve, rethink, 
and explore new sustainable pedagogies. 
Using technology is not in itself a new concept. Papyrus, paper, chalk, overhead 
projectors, television, and language labs were innovations once. However, today’s technology 
opens a whole new window of opportunities. Applying BL and DL to language teaching allows 
interactions and the development of specific skills that serve both the enhancement and further 
development of knowledge, while simultaneously preparing graduates to work in a knowledge- 
based society (Bates, 2015). Additionally, and most importantly, it allows increased access to 
education for all learners, especially those who are hindered from attending classroom education 
due to financial, geographical, physical, family, or work-related barriers or during unprecedented 
event such as the current Coronavirus pandemic. Innovative teaching and learning solutions 
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emerging from new technologies offer flexibility in time and place of instruction, a buoy in time 
of crisis, and also contribute to the improvement of the teaching and learning process (MCTU, 
2013). With this focus of BL and DL as a tool for enhancement of teaching and learning, it also 
represents a paradigm shift that will have an impact on the nature of knowledge and on the 
nature of learning (Beetham & Sharpe, 2007). 
Framing the Problem of Practice 
 
Although the past 20 years have seen an increasing number of universities using BL and 
DL, distance learning between schools and students dates back to 1840 when Sir Isaac Pitman 
launched the first distance education course using shorthand (Pappas, 2015). The next section 
reminisces the history of distance learning since Pitman’s first experiment. 
Historical Overview 
 
Much has happened in the 160 years that followed Pitman’s shorthand experiment, as 
HEIs entered an academic revolution with unprecedented transformations in scope and diversity 
(Altbach, Reisberg, & Rumbley, 2009). Following a shift to post-industrial economies, the rise of 
service industries, and the blooming of the knowledge economy (Kaye & Rumble, 2018), HEIs 
faced a number of new challenges, namely massification (rapid increase in student enrolment in 
large classes), globalization (broad international community of academic institutions, scholars, 
and research), and internationalization (students leave their countries of origin to study abroad) 
(Altbach, 2012). Some of the solutions found to solve the problem are exemplified in the 
development of additional educational services in poorer areas including Ghana, Kenya, and 
Tanzania which lowered admission cut-offs for women, and by the Indian government which 
obliged universities to reserve spaces for socially disadvantaged classes (Altbach, 2015).  
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But inequalities may be found in other areas, such as in the inability to communicate 
because of language barriers. Admittedly, English is now considered the lingua franca of 
scientific communication since Latin dominated in medieval Europe (Keegan, 2013). For 
teaching and learning English as a foreign language, BL and DL carry enormous potential for 
students around the world, especially those in developing countries and emerging economies 
where smartphone and internet usage continue to climb (Poushter, 2016). BL and DL in language 
teaching is particularly useful for older learners, part-time students, mothers at home, and people 
in isolated regions or with limited mobility.  
With growing interest in BL and DL, in this global economy, Institution X’s language 
department must lead the way in implementing the appropriate mechanisms to support 
stakeholders from around the world, especially those for whom the English language could prove 
to be a lifesaver. In the next section, we will examine the key organizational theories that are the 
underlying canvas of the problem of practice upon which we will graft our change strategies in 
order to support the implementation of BL and DL in the language department.  
Key Framing Theories and Models 
 
My problem of practice is influenced by two organizational theories: cultural theory and 
social cognition theory. First, it is based on cultural theory (Kezar, 2018; Morgan, 1986; Schein, 
2013) which focuses on challenging the traditional role of people (human agency), including all 
stakeholders (Bandura, 1989; Manning, 2018). On the one hand, in Manning’s (2018) words 
“human agency creates the structure within prevailing attitudes, laws and cultural traditions 
which enables or constrains action which leads to their institutionalization” (p. 280). On the 
other, human action can also redesign structures that could lead to the deinstitutionalizing of new 
attitudes, cultures, and traditions (Giddens, 1993). It is not contentious to state, as Kezar (2018) 
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rightly points out, “that changing a method of teaching is not as simple as knowing the new 
mode of teaching one wants to put into practice; it also means unlearning the values associated 
with the exiting mode of teaching” (p. 33). Therefore, a change of that nature must be 
approached at many levels, including the cultural level. 
To examine and understand the department’s numerous cultures embodied by its 
members, Schein’s (2016) model is particularly useful as it explains the sources of conflicts that 
occur between people’s individual assumptions, their espoused values and the new imposed 
values in using BL and DL in language learning. As seen in Figure 1.4, understanding the 
complexity of cultural archetypes and the deeply ingrained values that have survived the passage 
of time (such as the belief that language learning necessitates face-to-face interactions) will help 
develop strategies to implement BL and DL in the language department. 
 
Figure 1.4. Organizational Culture and Leadership Applied to University X’s 
Language Department. Adapted from Schein, (2016). 
 
Second, my problem of practice is influenced by a social cognition theory (Argyris, 1977;  
Bandura, 1989; Kezar, 2018; Schön, 2016; Scott, 1995; Weick, 1995) as teachers in the language 
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department possess various levels of formal training, pedagogical skills, content knowledge 
expertise, and experience, hence different theories on effective language teaching and learning 
theories. (McNeil, 2016). Therefore, diving into this second-order change (Kezar, 2018) that is 
intervening on existing norms, goals, and structures, it will “necessitate building capacity 
through a healthy decision-making process and a strong communication system” (p. 105). 
Shifting one’s belief about language pedagogy requires a carefully planned process and strong 
theoretical foundations which will be explained further in this chapter. 
    Framing this OIP within social cognition and cultural approaches together allows one to 
look through the lenses of the language teachers’ unconscious views or mental models (Kezar, 
2018) about language teaching and to get a glimpse of the teachers’ values, beliefs, rituals, and 
traditions which shape their words and actions.  As the new information emerges and is brought 
forward, cognitive dissonance will occur between the old and the new (Argyris, 1994; Collins, 
1998; Kezar, 2018). While this is happening, it will be essential to create an environment of trust 
in the language department and to help shape individuals’ thinking by means of a discourse that 
offers access and understanding (Kezar, 2018). Furthermore, explaining the then and now may 
help alleviate resistance to change as teachers will comprehend the added value of BL and DL 
rather than perceive it as a threat. By making sense or by triggering sense-making (Kezar, 2018) 
in the teachers’ minds while anchoring this change within University X’s new vision, it will be 
possible to foster individual and organizational learning (Morgan, 1986; Scott, 1995; Weick, 
1995).  
Consequently, as this change occurs, over time, new values, beliefs, rituals, and traditions 
will appear and new identities will emerge. Framing this OIP in social-cognition and cultural 
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theories will provide a guide to help focus on how to influence the minds that guide actions 
which in turn will generate a new culture. 
That said, the challenge of strengthening organizational capacity through social cognition 
and cultural theories is complexified by the fact that 45 part-time teachers teach 80% of the 
courses whereas the 11 full-time teachers determine the predominant values expressed in the 
department’s mission and vision. This creates a significant discrepancy (and sometimes conflict) 
between part- and full-time faculty members and even among full-time faculty members where 
each individual is more focused on creating a professional identity and a research profile 
(Manning, 2018). This also means that along with these different individuals come all of their 
interpretations and views of the change. While BL and DL are moving toward being 
institutionalized at University X, the coexistence of conflicting responses, teachers' behaviours, 
and power relationships may generate challenges and ambiguities (Lepori, 2016). Therefore, my 
role is to reframe this change to fit different teachers’ perspectives so that all can understand and 
enact the change (Kezar, 2018). This will be the subject of discussion about the competing 
values framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2011) in Chapter 2. 
Recent theory and literature. Over the last 20 years, BL and DL have increased in 
Canada, in the USA, and in the world (Bates, 2018). A strong research base has been established 
and much has been said and done to advise institutions on the structures and processes required 
to implement them in their strategic plans and practices. According to Maarop and Embi (2016), 
BL and DL have been identified by the American Society for Training and Development 
(ASTD) as one of the top ten trends to emerge in the knowledge delivery industry. In this 
context, BL and DL enrolments have been steadily increasing each year, while overall 
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enrolments are flat in Canada (Canadian Digital Learning Research Association, 2019). Studies 
have also overwhelmingly shown that BL and DL have not only improved pedagogy, access, and 
flexibility but also learner engagement and participation (Bates, 2019; Canadian Digital Learning 
Research Association, 2019; Gerbic, 2011; Lotrecchiano, McDonald, Lyons, Long, & Zajicek-
Farber, 2013) 
Consequently, BL and DL are considered to be very or extremely important for the future 
in over two-thirds of all Canadian HEIs. In fact, many institutional administrations believe that it 
will represent a significant teaching development in future years. As BL and DL are being 
institutionalized (Lepori, 2016), structural and cultural changes occur that will deeply affect 
language teaching pedagogies. Although there has been considerable research in the field of 
teacher training for BL and DL in general education, there is only a limited amount of literature 
that deals specifically with preparing instructors of a second or foreign language (McNeil, 2016). 
As BL and DL are gaining momentum in HEIs across the country, the main concern in 
L2 teaching and learning is that some faculty members in the language department remain 
resistant due to uncertainty about its applicability to L2 teaching and learning, lack of control 
over student learning outcomes, teaching workload, and the ability and knowledge to combine 
technology and pedagogy effectively in language teaching. This falls in line with the Kineo and 
Oxford Group (2013) findings; that time and complexity of designing and developing teaching 
units, as well as the lack of internal expertise, are presented as major challenges in implementing 
BL and DL. 
STEEPLED Analysis. To further examine the change drivers which influence the 
current OIP, I rely on Cadle, Paul, and Turner's (2010) Social, Technological, Education, Ethnic, 
Political, Legal, Economic, and Demographic factors (STEEPLED) analysis model, adapted for 
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education by Buller (2015) (see Appendix 2). A STEEPLED analysis is a strategic approach to 
management that is used to investigate external factors impacting the growth and efficiency of an 
organization. To clearly understand their impact, I drafted the change drivers in the model to 
support an identification of the categories, the types of change drivers and their impact on the 
organization, faculty, and department. In addition, I assessed the delay, the impact rate, and the 
importance of each driver.  
This STEEPLED analysis was a useful exercise to underpin the importance and urgency 
of the change plan I am proposing. The results from the STEEPLED analysis clearly demonstrate 
the inevitability of change and the need to create cohesion and interconnectedness in our group 
of teachers. In this social and economic context, innovative teaching is as important as 
innovative research especially as debates rage over the social utility of a university degree 
(Coates, 2016).  
Therefore, my OIP's additional focus is to lead a cultural and socio-cognitive change that 
reinforces the value of experimentation with innovative teaching methodologies, such as BL and 
DL in language teaching while allowing faculty’s academic work and research. 
Internal data. In its last two strategic plans (2013,2019), University X’ faculty has been 
supported by the Teaching and Learning Support Service department (TLSS), which keeps track 
of faculties, courses, and teachers involved. The data provided by the TLSS department will 
serve to measure the progress of the implementation plan in the Faculty of Arts and to compare 
the success and rate of implementation between faculties. This valuable information may help to 
create a community of practice (CoP) (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Wenger & Snyder, 2000) that 
will support BL and DL institutionalization on the campus. Given the university’s strong 
emphasis to implement BL and DL in all faculties and to reach this goal between 2020 and 2030, 
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it is critical to work closely with TLSS which produces a bi-annual report that includes BL and 
DL data from all faculties to learn about best and innovative practices. 
Student’ course evaluations will also provide significant information to improve 
practices. Students’ anonymous surveys are used at the university level to report on teaching 
quality but can be personalized to reflect teachers’ pedagogical choices. Teachers in the language 
department also create their own surveys to obtain specific information on their courses. 
As a more recent data source, Institution X’s various union’ collective agreements have 
started to include references to the inclusion of distance teaching approaches. This indicates that 
University X is encouraging teachers to keep track and include in their professional portfolios, 
experiences in designing and teaching courses in BL and DL format and is ready to include it as 
a valuable teaching skill in the current institutional context. 
External data. As for external data, Ontario's differentiation policy framework for 
postsecondary education, the university as well as faculty strategic plans are all useful resources. 
I will continue to seek input from other faculty members, the department’s director, and local 
and external leaders for their discipline-specific experiences on the successes and challenges of 
implementing BL and DL learning. External data include conversations with faculty members 
from other higher education institutions in Ontario and in other provinces, and consultation on 
reports from countries where BL and DL are used to teach languages, as well as the 2019 report 
of the Canadian Association for Research on Digital Learning on e-learning in Canadian 
universities and colleges 
Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice 
 
Where threads of thought coalesced in helping me frame the problem of practice, it also 
led me to identify two additional emerging questions. First, why is it that, since the launch of the 
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BL and DL implementation initiative at University X in 2013, they have not yet been fully 
implemented in language teaching even though Ontario’s differentiation policy framework for 
post- secondary education (MTCU) as well as the Strategic Mandate Agreement between 
University X and the Ontario MTCU, and both University X and the Faculty of Art’ strategic 
Plans are requiring that they be implemented at large? The problem may lie in overemphasizing 
the focus on the word “technology” over the concept of “pedagogy”.  
Stemming from this observation, Kirkwood and Price (2013) suggest that technology 
implementation in HEIs may need a more systematic scholarly approach to technology 
integration. A scholarly approach, according to Hutchins, Huber, and Ciccone (2011) would 
involve an approach to teaching that is informed by a teacher’s own and others’ inquiry, 
including evidence about student learning, a reflection on what and how learning environments 
are designed and offered to students, a concern for one’s own and students’ learning, and an 
engagement in pursuing knowledge with colleagues on all aspects of learning about education  
(Ragupathi & Hubball, 2015).  
Undoubtedly, faculty is well versed in the intricacies of discipline-specific inquiry and 
scholarship, but perhaps not as much in the integration of learning technologies into university 
courses. Therefore, to create a culture of innovation involving teaching, learning, and technology 
(Bates & Sangra, 2011), a scholarly approach would bring “equal attention to pedagogy, 
technology and organization as opposed to a purely technology-focused approach which is 
unlikely to yield results” (Kirkwood & Price, 2013, p. 332) in the language department.  
The aforementioned observations led me to a second emerging query: Would increased 
teacher monitoring be useful in University X’s language department? After all, as Deming and 
Figlio (2016) state, “schools rightly deserve increased public scrutiny when they are more 
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heavily subsidized by taxpayer funds” (p. 34). The answer to this question is situated in the 
broader framework of the educational context of the 21st century. Hence, financial pressures, 
demands for accountability, increased student diversity, technological development, growing 
interdisciplinarity, changes in faculty members' characteristics, and shifts in appointment models 
provide useful signposts on which to base the future of HEI teaching professional development at 
University X (Austin & Sorcinelli, 2013). Although the TLSS department holds sway on 
professors’ pedagogical development on the campus, it may be time to revisit how faculty’s 
teaching is evolving through a monitoring body which could provide feedback. Indeed, several 
scholars believe that greater external supervision of teacher education programs is required 
(Crocker and Dibbon, 2008; Grimmett, 2008; Van Lund, 2011) but as Austin and Sorcinelli 
(2013) highlight, faculty development cannot rest on a one size fits all approach, nor on a single 
focus within each institution for all teachers, who may be at various phases of their career.  
Consequently, in this language department, effective pedagogy monitoring might be best 
achieved through an internal body that holds the knowledge of departmental culture and 
individuals’ career stages, appointment type as well as current institutional context, 
contemporary pedagogies, and technologies. 
This brings to the fore the current state of multiple pedagogies in the language 
department. Currently, faculty is divided with different conceptions and approaches to language 
teaching. Some teachers employ a teacher-focused approach whereby they use passive 
technology to transmit knowledge (e.g. Powerpoint) whereas others use a learner-focused 
approach where active technology is used to support the learner’s development such as 
interactive and sharing applications. As a result, choices of opportunities for inquiry, interaction, 
discussion, collaboration, and knowledge in the foreign language rest largely in the hands of 
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faculty (Kirkwood & Price, 2013). It all boils down to a more fundamental questioning that 
pertains to beliefs about teaching, that is whether the instructor chooses his/her pedagogy based 
on transmitting information or transforming the learner (Gibbs & Coffey 2004). This will be 
discussed further in Chapter 2 through the Competing Values Framework (Cameron & Quinn 
2011). 
In summary, the problem of practice elaborated in this OIP is focusing on how to 
facilitate and engage language teachers to adapt and adopt BL and DL in their language 
pedagogies. An historical overview of BL and DL revealed that they are quickly expanding all 
over the world and serve a clientele that otherwise may not be able to attend university, 
especially to learn English. Two framing theories are used to support this change plan, namely a 
cultural theory and social cognition theory as this plan aims at changing teachers’ mindsets and 
culture. A STEEPLED analysis (Buller, 2015) was performed and revealed the importance and 
urgency of integrating this change plan. From this analysis, two additional considerations arose: 
(a) given the urgency to implement this new pedagogy, why isn’t it already implemented in 
language teaching, and (b) would a pedagogy monitoring body help ensure Bl and DL 
implementation? 
In the next section, we will discuss a leadership focused vision for change by looking at 
present and future states, faculty scholarship, student learning and access, departmental needs, 
and stakeholders as change drivers. Moreover, we will also look at the organizational change 
readiness through the analysis of internal and external forces.  
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change 
 
The existing discussion on change strategy suggests that a critical first step in this change 
plan is to establish a sense of urgency (Cawsey et al., 2016; Kotter, 1996). When reflecting on 
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the changing expectations of society and on the emerging technologies, I realize that first and 
foremost I must articulate a compelling vision of what and where my colleagues and I need to be 
in the future as life-long learners and teachers and as a department. 
Present Versus Future State 
 
The last two decades have seen a burgeoning of scholarly activities in academic journals 
that focus on BL and DL teaching and learning, live and in real-time conferences/webinars, 
network creations, blogs, websites, and the emergence of research chairs and leadership positions 
for BL and DL programs development (Sandmann, Furco, & Adams, 2016). Consequently, a 
vision for change in the language department is likely going to fluctuate in the future but will 
certainly have an impact in three key areas: faculty scholarship, student learning and access, and 
departmental needs. 
Faculty scholarship. Although very knowledgeable in the L2 curriculum course content, 
some teachers in Institution X’s language department are struggling with a pedagogy that 
effectively combines L2 content, pedagogy, and technology. Currently, these are viewed by most 
teachers in the department as separate and isolated components as represented in Figure 1.5 by 
A, B, and C. This OIP aims ultimately at supporting all teachers’ current efforts to move into a 
deeper level of understanding of L2 teaching using a refined combination of content, pedagogy, 
and technology. Teachers need to shift from an L2 pedagogical curriculum content knowledge 
(PCK) to multiple knowledge that crosses multiple areas including a technological content 
knowledge (TCK) along with a technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK), to form a 
technological pedagogical content knowledge in L2 learning and teaching (TPACK). The 
TPACK model proposed by Misha and Koehler (2006) provides a better understanding of BL 
and DL in language teaching and will enable teachers to connect content, technologies, and 
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pedagogies which in turn will create new knowledge, increase self-confidence, and provide a 
sense of satisfaction (Bates, 2018). 
 
Figure 1.5. TPACK Model Applied to L2 Teaching and Learning. Adapted from Mishra and 
Koehler (2006).  
 
Ideally, a future state would involve reaching level G where teachers would attain a 
balance between knowledge of the L2 content, the appropriate pedagogy, and the selection of 
relevant technologies. 
Student learning and access. In conversations with students, I learned that many 
programs in which they are enrolled require active and frequent participation in internships, 
practica, work placements, and shadowing activities as well as presentations, and attendance at 
conferences in and out of the city. Consequently, the face-to-face presence required in language 
courses is not always compatible with the students' schedules, programs, and work requirements. 
The immediate consequence of this is that students choose not to enroll in language courses that 
they do not have time to attend. One may ask: What types of classrooms would facilitate 
language learning in these current tendencies emerging at University X? 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
34 
  
It is suggested by Jamieson, Dane, and Lippman (2005) that students would be served 
better in, what they call, “learning spaces” ( p.17) where transactional and interactive 
environments are free from spatial design and create dynamic learning environments that meet 
the current needs of teachers and students. These spaces are made possible through a learning 
management system (LMS) which is already in place at University X. Given that there are 
already a few BL language courses offered using the LMS, it seems plausible to offer language 
courses in BL and DL on a larger scale. 
Departmental needs. As international students are seen as an important investment, we 
must remember that Canada is by no means the first country of destination for international 
students. As reported by the World Economic Forum, we are currently the eighth largest country 
of foreign students after the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Australia, Germany, 
Russia, and Japan. Consequently, we host only 3% of the world's international students, as 
opposed to 18% in the United States and 11% in the United Kingdom (Karram Stephenson, 
2017). Although the current US hostile environment for immigrants and its protectionist policies 
may galvanize international students to choose a university in Canada (Karram Stephenson, 
2017), it may be wiser to look at additional options to diversify access to language courses at 
University X. 
Stakeholders as Change Drivers. As Morriss-Olson (2017) states: “institutional 
resiliency may depend more on mindset than skill set” (blog). Hence, the implementation of BL 
and DL in University X’s language department has been received with mixed feelings by faculty 
due to individuals’ mindsets regarding how to teach a language. As Cawsey et al. (2016) 
emphasize, in order to be successful, it is essential to identify the main drivers of change and 
points of resistance. The Dean of the Faculty of Arts and the department director are the two 
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leadership figures who can be seen as major change promoters. They often deliver talks aimed at 
informing and inculcating the importance of adapting to the market and changing demographics, 
the value of adopting new financial strategies, and the significance of answering the needs of the 
students of the 21st century. These are often met with “ceremonial compliance” (Milian, Davies, 
& Zarifa, 2016, p. 19) by faculty members. As a result, resistance to change is high. However, 
since the implementation of BL and DL started in 2013, resistance has decreased. Consequently, 
it is important to work with teachers whose resistance is lower and who are influential in the 
department, especially to help with the “contentious resistors” (Gaubatz & Ensminger, 2017, p. 
156), who will require more time and attention. 
Organizational Change Readiness 
 
As the implementation of BL and DL in language teaching is straddled beneath a cultural 
and social cognitive realignment, it is essential to provide and discuss a clear answer to the 
question "why change?" with the teachers, in an effort to define the desired future state or vision. 
If the question “why change?” is never discussed in a significant manner with the stakeholders, 
no one can expect a common vision to arise (Beckhard & Harris, 1987). 
Why change lecture-based pedagogy to teach languages which has worked for centuries? 
Drawing from the insights gained from understanding the new institutional context, let us 
extrapolate and look at the foreseeable future. 
 Choosing a university now is the initial step in being part of tomorrow's workforce 
(Rutgers, 2018). The ability of University X to adjust appropriately to these future changes will 
be critical to retaining its credibility and accountability. Indeed, it would be "easier to maintain 
the status quo, but it is no longer sustainable" (Dailey-Hebert & Dennis, 2015, p. 3). 
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In an attempt to gauge the readiness for change in University X’s language department, I 
relied on the Judge and Thomas (2009) Organizational Capacity for Change (OCC) instrument 
and its eight dimensions of change readiness as illustrated in Appendix 3. What is discernible in 
the report generated from the analysis is that the deployment of BL and DL in language teaching 
will be challenging in at least two aspects: first, in preserving core values while nurturing new 
ones and, second, in introducing innovation into the traditional departmental culture. In addition, 
the report indicated that improving communication between academia will increase the chances 
of success in institutionalizing BL and DL in the department. 
To the extent that change readiness is linked to institutions in the broad context, much 
depends on the readiness of each stakeholder (Cawsey et al., 2016). Therefore, as Kezar (2018) 
points out and is illustrated in Figure 1.6, since people are not all in the same place in their 
readiness for change, it is necessary to think about how to intervene with the stakeholders to 
create a more solid basis for a real capacity for change. 
 
Figure 1.6. Stakeholders’ Readiness to Engage in Implementing BL and DL in Language 
Teaching at the University X’s Language Department. Adapted from Mendelow, (1981). 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
37 
  
  Thus, in order to successfully implement BL and DL in language teaching, I must keep in 
mind who the allies, the fellow travelers, the opponents, and the adversaries are to this project. 
In turn, this will help to design preparations for organizational change that includes the diversity 
factors of all individuals in order to empower each one. As Napier, Ambroorski and Pesek 
(2017) state: "Assessing organizational readiness and preparing for behaviour change is much 
more complex than adopting technologies alone" (p. 131). 
Internal Forces Shaping Change 
 
At University X, there are currently a number of internal forces driving BL and DL 
toward institutionalization. Since 2013, the TLSS department has offered several series of 
workshops to support teacher training in integrating BL and DL in their courses. Technicians and 
resources are accessible every day on campus in an effort to respond quickly to all teacher’ 
concerns. Furthermore, the TLSS department offers grants (up to $5000.00) three times a year to 
encourage teachers to hire assistants (such as graduate students) to help them design their BL and 
DL courses. It has created an annual Excellence awards celebrating innovation in the use of 
technology for teaching and learning at the university level, namely for the development of 
exceptional BL and DL courses. As many courses are taught by part-time professors, University 
X created a new category of part-time professors called the long-term appointment indeterminate 
contract for a duration of six years working on a task-specific mandate. For example, over ten of 
these contracts, including mine, are to support the creation of BL and DL courses in various 
faculties. 
External Forces Shaping Change 
 
External forces have had a significant influence over the years at University X. As part of 
the U15 (Group of 15 Canadian research universities that are some of Canada’s most research-
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intensive universities), University X is at the mercy of the competitive reality created by 
benchmarking against other universities. The data produced by University X help to create a 
comparison with other Canadian research institutions. It also contributes to keeping University X 
aware of other developments in HEIs that could impact its future. Consequently, benchmarking 
pressures the university to be continuously aligned with the world's most renowned educational 
institutions (McGill University, n.d.). As noted in the Canadian Digital Learning Research 
Association survey (2019), BL and DL are increasing rapidly in Canadian universities. As for 
language teaching several other HEIs offer BL and DL in foreign language learning. It can be 
expected that these external forces will incite University X to continue its effort to develop BL 
and DL courses across campus as universities vie to attract students. 
Chapter Conclusion 
 
Chapter 1 introduced the problem of practice along with the institutional context in which 
it emerged within University X’s language department. Identifying the factors that influence this 
problem helped determine the leadership approaches selected to consider my agency in this 
endeavour. Considering instructor readiness for change allowed me to see that there will be 
challenges, possibly even resistance, as this change plan involves changing centuries-old 
language teaching pedagogies as well as personal values. This change serves as a foundation to 
support and transform the language department to align with University X’s strategic plans in 
order to respond better to 21st century student’ needs and expectations. Chapter 2 will examine 
the competing cultures involved in this plan, how to approach the change, as well as the planning 
and development of the plan. 
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Chapter 2 Planning and Development 
 
Whilst the central focus of Chapter 1 was why change is paramount for University X’s 
language department, the focus of interest in Chapter 2 will be the changes considered most 
significant, and how to approach them effectively. Leadership approaches that have been 
selected and interwoven to achieve a stronger impact are servant leadership (SL) and 
transformational leadership (TL). This fusion of the two approaches will support both individual 
and departmental needs in a cohesive and coherent way. 
As this OIP entails a deep departure from the familiar cultural, cognitive, social, and 
technological known territories, the chosen change frameworks must be carefully selected, 
keeping in mind these numerous complexities (Higgs & Rowland, 2005). Therefore, the Change 
Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) will serve as a general framework for organizational change as 
it is a clear and practical pathway based on the authors’ years of experience and inspired by 
several previous models such as Lewin (1951), Duck (2001), Gentile (2010), Kotter (1996), and 
Beckhard and Harris (1987) as discussed in Cawsey et al. (2016). In doing so, the model’s four 
stages, namely Awakening, Mobilization, Acceleration and Institutionalization address “both 
process and prescription” (p. 53) and focus on how and what to change. Additionally, given the 
need to dive deeper into the change plan, Kotter’s (1996) eight-step plan will complement the 
four phases of the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016). These eight steps are elaborated 
around (a) establishing a sense of urgency, (b) creating a guiding coalition, (c) developing a 
change vision, (d) communicating the vision, (e) empowering, (f) generating short-term wins, (g) 
never letting up and, (h) incorporating change into the organisation’s culture. The Change Path 
Framework and Kotter’s (1996) eight-step change model will allow us to move both one step at a 
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time (in a linear direction) and to monitor and assess change at every step in order to make 
adjustments to the change process as needed (in a circular way). 
Priorities for Change 
 
Institutionalizing BL and DL in language teaching in University X’ languages department 
is a long-term objective. As a result, when formulating and tackling where to begin in the process 
- and based on the department’s current state,- , five priorities have emerged and should be 
addressed in the short term.  
These priorities are to align the language department’s vision and mission to the guiding 
documents’ policies, to instill a sense of urgency among faculty, to plan intervention on 
organizational/departmental culture, to plan intervention on presenting new knowledge, and to 
foster a sense of collegiality and community among faculty. As seen in Table 2.1, the priorities 
involve several stakeholders both internal and external to University X. Because of the pressing 
nature of the current departmental situation, it is important to address these priorities as 
efficiently as possible.  
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Table 2.1 
Short-Term Change Priorities for Implementing BL and DL in Language Department 
 
Leadership Approach(es) to Change 
 
By virtue of the fact that the planned change reflects both individual and group cultural 
shift, a combined servant leadership (SL) and transformational leadership (TL) presents an ideal 
strategy to tackle this deep change in the department. To succeed in implementing this university 
strategic change, it will be crucial to establish a strong collaboration among all stakeholders from 
senior administrators to part-time teachers. Consequently, recognition of the importance of both 
a multi-layered and cross-sectoral approach to leadership will be employed (Jones, Harvey, 
Lefoe, & Ryland, 2014). 
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Servant Leadership 
 
At a conservative university such as University X, change has not always been 
experienced through an effective partnership among all stakeholders. As this OIP aims to design 
a scholarly approach to teaching and learning language through the integration of technology, an 
SL and TL will focus on recognizing the value of human resources within the department as well 
as supporting individual development (Allen et al., 2016). 
A deep transformational change such as the one proposed in this OIP necessitates far 
more than the great man leadership approach (Carlyle, 1893). Indeed, stakeholders’ engagement 
from inside and outside the language department will be solicited. Hence, effective leadership, in 
this case, will require guidance (SL) and inspiration (TL). On the one hand, the objective will be 
to support individual professional development, while on the other, inspiring all to work toward a 
common goal. Given that each person is at a different stage of readiness with this change, 
importance is given to aligning and realigning departmental goals; that is showing flexibility and 
taking into consideration one another’s resilience to cope with a change. As a colleague acting as 
a servant leader, this means I must consider each teacher’s personal ideals, which may not 
always be in line with those of the leadership team. Therefore, as Spears (2014) highlights, to 
reach each and every one at the core, SL will involve listening, displaying empathy, showing 
awareness, using persuasion when appropriate, conceptualizing, having foresight, demonstrating 
a commitment to the growth of people, and building community such as in a community of 
practice (CoP). In using the Chinese philosopher Lao Tzu’s words cited in Shinagel (2013), my 
role is to lead so that colleagues barely know that I exist and when the work is done, the goal 
achieved, will say: “we did it ourselves.” If approached this way, SL may help reduce personal 
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and individual uncertainty (van Dierendonck, 2011) and even provide satisfaction in the form of 
motivation to perform better. 
Transformational Leadership 
 
In his time, social and political contexts highly influenced Burns (1978) to conceive the 
principles behind TL. Similarly, universities that have adopted BL and DL in language teaching 
followed leaders who embody current societal values. Recently, University X’s new president 
expressed his inspirational values to improve equity, diversity, and inclusion, therefore paving 
the way for transformational leadership in the language department as well as across the campus. 
Transformational leadership is particularly relevant in the language department just as it was at 
the Faculty of Education when I first experienced and led a similar transformational change in 
pedagogy in 2004. It is relevant now again, as the language department is facing intense external 
pressure to adapt to institutional demands to survive (Smith, Montagno & Kuzmenko, 2004).  
To fully understand how TL could play out in the department, it is worth looking at its 
internal structure. Within the department, there are several informal leaders who manage specific 
committees that directly look after language pedagogy. Committees for the undergraduate 
programs, the courses for personnel, and for second language teaching are led by informal 
leaders, with mandates that relate to language teaching. In these cases, a TL approach will help 
to empower these leaders to explore and model risk-taking, to self-question, and to expand an 
intellectual curiosity in what Bass (2008) described as idealized influence and inspirational 
motivation. In a way, as the department faces uncertainty, applying a TL may provide safe 
spaces within these committees, where people can vent their concerns, feel supported, 
encouraged, and challenged in a non-threatening environment. Having an idealized 
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influence and motivating others by inspiring them may help me to achieve an impact, pushing 
trust, respect, and faith in the change being implemented forward (Smith, Montagno, & 
Kuzmenko, 2004).  
As champions who believe in this change rise above the rest of the teachers and motivate 
others, the circle of believers sharing common goals will expand around the language department 
and will help the implementation process. Being an impassioned lifelong learner myself, I see the 
value of reinventing oneself by exploring new ways, innovating, taking risks, etc. In Bass’s 
(1997) words “fostering intellectual stimulation promises to be a key strategy to trigger 
creativity, to stimulate the desire to explore to consequently admit that it is the right time to 
change an inefficient or insufficient teaching methodology” (p. 237). Further to that, as Bass 
(1997) highlights, attention must be given to each individual regardless of his or her level of 
change readiness. Thus, individualized consideration (Bass, 1997) should be considered in 
implementing BL and DL in language teaching to successfully reduce both individual and 
departmental uncertainty as illustrated in Figure 2.1 (Stone, Russell & Patterson, 2004). 
Therefore, SL and TL represent an opportunity to embark on a meaningful change especially one 
that involves both individual and collective values (Bass, 2005; Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). 
 
Figure 2.1. Conceptual Model Applied to University X’s Language Department. Adapted from 
van Dierendonck, Stam, Boersma, de Windt, and Alkema, (2014, p. 556). 
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Transformational Change   
 
In an effort to optimize the impact of SL and TL, it is important to recognize and 
understand all stakeholders at the multi-layered level and across-sectors in the language 
department (Jones, Lefoe, Harvey, & Ryland, 2012). As it stands now, the departmental 
organizational leadership is based on a traditional, well-established hierarchy mirroring 
University X’s governance structure. Understandably, nurturing the growth of multiple leaders in 
the department and spreading the power among faculty would better ascribe to the assertion that 
it is crucial in this context “to encourage a complex interplay of participation between formal and 
informal leaders at all levels and functions across the institution” (Jones, Harvey, Lefoe, & 
Ryland, 2014, p.70). SL and TL would bypass the traditional hierarchy and promote equal 
opportunities between full and part time professors to promote individual growth. This will 
support a new collective collaboration rather than individual power and control as in the current 
hierarchical leadership (Jones, Lefoe, Harvey, & Ryland, 2012).This “concertive action” (Gronn, 
2002, p. 318) offers a new conception of relationships within the department as well as a possible 
solution to departmental competing forces (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Creanor, 2014; Vuori, 
2019).  
Consequently, and as Woods, Bennett, Harvey, and Wise (2004) suggest, to promote 
equal opportunities and individual growth, this plan rests on five variables which are: (a) the 
context whereby all stakeholders, including full- and part-time teachers share a common internal 
and external pressure as well as an interest in improving the quality of learning and teaching 
languages; (b) the culture expressed in the necessity to include all academics at various stages of 
their careers, namely those in informal leadership roles as well as academics who hold formal 
leadership roles inside and outside of the department; (c) the change and development integrated 
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in a new collaboration between University X’s senior administration, policymakers at the top, 
and teachers in the department implementing these policies; (d) the activity, which includes a 
cyclic change process resembling a participatory action research approach where all teachers at 
all levels with their mindset alternate between reflection, discussion and action (Huffington, 
James, & Armstrong, 2018); and (e) conflict resolution where departmental internal conflicts and 
points of resistance are identified, emotional challenges dealt with, and adjustments made when 
necessary. In the next section, we will examine how the Change Path Model as described in 
Cawsey et al. (2016) shore up Kotter’s (1996) eight steps to illuminate a pathway to implement 
BL and DL in language pedagogy. 
Framework for Leading the Change Process 
 
In addressing the individual/departmental culture, as well as the social cognition change 
complexity (Higgs & Rowland, 2005), the Change Path Model as described in Cawsey et al. 
(2016), applied with Kotter’s (1996) eight steps, allows both moving forward one step at a time 
and monitoring at every step to make adjustments to the change process as needed. The 
following section explains how the two frameworks will be integrated together to induce and 
support the change process.  
Awakening: Establishing a Sense of Urgency 
 
As the institutional context changed in the last 20 years and is still changing rapidly, both 
Cawsey et al. (2016) and Kotter (1996) point out the importance of understanding where the 
change originated and the current state of the system as a whole, as well as its individual parts 
(Buller, 2015). Raising awareness and recognizing the need for change (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
imply that stakeholders come to the admission that change is not only warranted but also 
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possible (Kotter, 1996). In the language department, the awakening emerged from 
communications coming from University X’s senior administrators, the Faculty of Arts’ dean, 
the departmental director, new strategic mandates, and the issuance of new policies regarding BL 
and DL learning. These, along with the alarming decrease in enrolment and the recent arrival of 
the COVID-19 pandemic, created the perfect storm of conditions to proceed to a “critical 
organizational analysis” (p. 53) which will bring knowledge forward about the current 
organization’s systems, its strengths, and its weaknesses. Playing as an organizational alarm, the 
awakening in the language department established a sense of urgency to respond to the threat 
within the troop. 
Mobilization: Establishing Communication 
 
Based on my previous 16 years’ experience teaching BL and DL in the Faculty of 
Education, I know that deep change such as this one, requires a strong leadership team to carry 
out the multiple tasks ahead. In this phase, it is relevant and even necessary to engage the faculty 
in the language department in understanding why this is happening and what to change based on 
the critical organizational analysis results.  
Raising awareness and understanding of the change will allow one to identify those who 
are most susceptible to buy into the change and consequently to join in the change effort by 
participating in a new guiding coalition. This new leadership team will also shed a light for all on 
the inevitability of the change and why the pedagogical status quo is no longer viable. 
Inevitably, during this phase, people may dig up the hatchet as some teachers tend to build their 
truth on a ‘gut’ feeling rather than data (Detert, Schroeder, & Mauriel, 2000). Facing resistance 
through a servant and transformational leadership approach may be an opportunity for me to 
build trust and collegiality among resisting faculty members by allowing them to identify new 
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knowledge, skills, and assets (Cawsey et al., 2016). As Kotter (1996) highlights, change 
leadership resting in a guiding coalition team will help to exemplify position power, proven 
leadership, expertise, and credibility. 
As suggested by Kezar (2018), engaging teachers in sense-making conversations will 
help mitigate resistance as well as soliciting their involvement to indentify early adopters, 
opinion leaders, and those with authority both in virtue of their position and/or of the situation.  
While University X’s language department is led by a director, who liaises with the dean of the 
faculty and members of senior administration, the department includes several other informal 
committee leaders.  
 Identifying change champions and key stakeholders both vertically (at different levels of 
organization hierarchy) and horizontally (from other faculties or language departments) will help 
in this strategic plan. Indeed, senior administrators who may be in a position to facilitate the 
change, need to be engaged but not to drive it as in a top-down action as it may trigger 
resistance. In this evolutionary, even revolutionary plan, the change should be planned in small 
steps where teachers feel empowered, understand the change, and buy-in gradually to the idea.  
This change will have an unprecedented impact on the culture of individuals and on the 
department as a whole where common values and traditions persist. This supports the plan to 
build a new vision for the department through a strong collaboration. Drawing teachers into the 
process, especially those who are most resistant, will help the initiative to move forward. 
Acceleration: Empowering Teachers and Generating Short-Term Wins 
 
Once arrived at this phase, this OIP change plan will require “action planning and 
implementation” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 54). To this end, creating standing committees along 
with other internal groups will be important in the implementation process. Accordingly, the 
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Undergraduate Studies Committee, the Faculty Council, and the department's governance 
committee, together with the TLSS department will work hand in hand with the change 
champions born from the stakeholder group to shape a change team. The implementation 
strategies should include insights gained in previous steps. For example, due to a paucity in 
technological proficiency, professional development should be provided by the TLSS department 
and experts in the department to support the understanding of relevant technologies in language 
teaching. By doing so, the implementation of BL and DL in language teaching will gain 
momentum.  
As with complex initiatives, a transformational change such as this one, involving a 
cultural evolution and a cognitive relearning, takes a significant amount of time. That is why 
achieving incremental measurable changes will enable teachers to adapt and ensure that the 
organizational goals are met. Furthermore, it is in the best interests of the project that the leading 
team celebrates small victories and demonstrates the value of the project frequently and publicly 
to strengthen the image of the desired state. So far and despite some headwinds, some gains have 
been realized at University X’s language department (15 courses out of 59 have been adapted 
into a blended format), and an excellence award has been received in the department, 
recognizing innovation in the effective use of technology for teaching and learning at the 
university level, specifically in the design of blended courses. However, more needs to be 
achieved to attain “a critical mass of accumulating support” (Jansen, 2004, p. 281).  
Nevertheless, in Kotter’s (1996) words, “resistors to change often wait for a good 
opportunity to counteract the positive momentum” (p. 98). We can expect continuous support 
from senior administration as implementing BL and DL is stated in University X’s strategic plan. 
In this acceleration phase, for achieving our big goal of implementing BL and DL in language 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
50 
  
teaching, we must capitalize on working relationships, effective communication, and expertise 
found in all the groups to establish a culture of growth, innovation, and a change capacity for a 
sustainable shift in the language department.  
Institutionalization: Incorporating changes into the department culture  
 
Since 2013, when the implementation of BL and DL sprang into the language 
department, much has been accomplished in redesigning the traditional language courses into a 
BL or DL format. Yet, years later, the department is not at the desired envisioned state (Cawsey 
et al., 2016). This is in large part due to the lack of inclusivity of the stakeholders in the change 
process. As a handful of teachers got involved at the beginning under no official leadership, 
individual initiatives were created but not publicized. These were neither presented nor discussed 
at the monthly department general assemblies, making this project a sort of taboo topic that made 
several teachers concerned and opposed to the inclusion of BL and DL in language teaching.   
Consequently, so far, the change has been handled in a covert individualistic manner to 
the dismay of the faculty administrators. For this pedagogical change to reach 
institutionalization, a more facilitative leadership will be needed. Inspiring through decision and 
action remains a key transformational strategy. Facilitative actions such as inviting faculty 
members to offer their unique perspectives and talents and welcoming their concerns and 
frustrations would help to move the change closer to institutionalization. Furthermore, 
encouraging individual risk-taking while sharing responsibilities represents an additional strategy 
to support long-lasting individual and departmental culture change. 
Constant monitoring from the mobilization stage will provide important information on 
progress for stakeholders at various levels. As Cawsey et al. (2016) indicate, monitoring the 
process will help determine the impact of the intended change. As the pinnacle of previous stages 
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of the framework, the success of implementing BL and DL in language teaching will require data 
from the teachers, the director of the department, and the TLSS department. As well, University 
X’s teacher’ evaluations and the students themselves who can attest to their experience in these 
courses, will prove to be useful sources of information. Assessing successful implementation will 
be important to consider through group and committee discussions and individual entretien with 
the change leader. Although many see the benefits and the added value of BL and DL in 
language teaching, many still do not. That is why we still have a long way to go to reach a full 
institutionalization status. However, as we are moving forward and continue to work at designing 
a new scholarly approach (Kirkwood & Price, 2013) to language teaching, the institutionalization 
of BL and DL in language teaching is in reasonable sight. 
 In summary, Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Change Path Model and Kotter’s (1996) eight-step 
model will be used to frame the leadership approach in this change. Through the Awakening, 
Mobilization, Acceleration, and Institutionalization phases, the leadership team aims to create a 
sense of urgency, developing a new common departmental vision, empowering teachers, 
celebrating small victories, and moving forward one step at a time, reflecting on individual and 
collective experiences.  By integrating a more facilitative leadership and by improving 
communication, it is believed that the planned social cognition and cultural change is possible in 
the language department. In the next section, we will examine the language department’s 
foundational organizational cultures in order to understand the grassroots of the problem. 
Critical Organizational Analysis 
 
As the organizational change readiness section in Chapter 1 revealed the necessity for 
University X’s language department to implement changes, the next step in this process is to 
identify the gaps that exist between the current and the envisioned state of the department. 
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While emergent technologies evolve and may influence change at the institutional level, the key 
ingredient, less visible but very powerful in the success of the implementation of BL and DL in 
language teaching, rests on the language department’s organizational culture (Cameron & Quinn, 
2011; Quinn, Bright, Faerman, Thompson, & McGrath, 2015). Organizational culture is defined 
as the shared beliefs, values, and norms found in an organization (Asaah, Effah, & Sam, 2015; 
Lund, 2003; Schein, 2004; Zhu, 2015). In other words, beyond focusing on the technological 
advantages of implementing BL and DL in language pedagogies, the most important element is 
to consider the beliefs, values, and norms within the culture of the language department. This can 
only be achieved by facilitating a common interpretation of the change among all stakeholders 
by making clear what is identity and commitment, and by creating a vision of the future to 
energize movement forward (Trice & Beyer, 1993).  
Admittedly, these can be achieved if there is a recognition that culture change is not 
simply attached to a departmental culture but rather is deeply tied to the individual. As Cameron 
and Quinn (2011) state, “unless managers are willing to commit to personal change, 
the organization's culture will remain recalcitrant” (p. 25). Consequently, in order to identify and 
investigate the existing tensions in University X’s language department and to properly capture 
the diversity of perspectives when approaching organizational culture, Cameron and Quinn’s 
Competing Values Framework (CVF) will be employed. 
Similarly, to what Sterman (2001) highlighted, to diagnose the organizational culture(s) 
properly, it is important to approach the department’s underlying rationale by relying on double-
loop or even triple-loop learning to really enhance organizational learning in the context of this 
second-oder change. Double-loop learning refers to the establishment of an environment of trust 
whereby it becomes possible to reframe existing norms, goals, and structures into innovative 
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language teaching solutions that match University X’s standards (Argyris, 1977, 1994, 2010; 
Schön, 1983). Triple-loop learning (Bateson, 1972; Tosey, Visser & Saunders, 2012) goes even 
beyond the cognitive dimensions of double loop learning and involves deep change in ourselves 
as individuals and as teachers, in a sort of radical innovation of ourselves (Peschl, 2007). As 
Bateson (1972) highlights it means reshaping our being, our intentions, purposes, and motives.  
Hence, in this complex change, double and triple-loop learning will help frame the interaction 
among individuals in the language department, with the Faculty of Arts’ administrators, and with 
University X’s senior leaders, and may help to identify who we are as individuals and as 
teachers. In turn, it will allow us to identify the competing values that should be kept in an 
appropriate state of dynamic tension in the department (Cawsey et al., 2016).  
Therefore, regardless of the title or authority, other stakeholders’ perspectives should be 
analyzed equally, as it is based on one criterion. Ergo, to increase the chances of success, an 
integrated and comprehensive assessment process should be instigated to reach a holistic 
recognition of what needs to be done to regain stability (Cawsey et al., 2016). Stability is 
important as it affects morale, commitment, productivity, and thus the overall well-being of 
people in the department (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Quinn, Bright, Faerman, Thompson, & 
McGrath, 2015). 
Assessing all the different perspectives on implementing BL and DL in language teaching 
in the department goes well beyond the scope of this OIP. However, in the next section, I will 
begin the process by providing my own perspectives of the current departmental culture as well 
as what a preferred state would be. Despite representing only a limited and even biased 
perspective of reality, it may still be helpful to start the reflection process. 
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Application of the Competing Values Framework 
 
As seen in Chapter 1, using Schein’s (2016) organizational culture model, individual 
underlying assumptions and espoused values translate into an outward view visible in people’s 
behaviour. Henceforth, the diagnosing process begins by creating an overall image of how the 
department is currently working based on people’s actions and positions, namely its hierarchical 
elements (Buller, 2015), the departmental clan values, and actors’ behaviours. Cameron and 
Quinn’s Competing Values Framework consists of two basic dimensions. The first one focuses 
on the extent to which an organization emphasizes centralization and control of the 
organizational flow rather than decentralization and flexibility while the second one focuses on 
the extent to which the organization is focused on its own internal environment and processes, as 
opposed to the external environment and relationships with others outside the organization 
(Asaah et al., 2015). Based on these two axes, the framework is then divided into four quadrants, 
namely Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy, and Market as seen in Figure 2.2. 
 
Figure 2.2. The Competing Values Framework for the University Xs’ Language Department. 
Adapted from Cameron and Quinn (2011). 
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The analysis of these four cultural types using the Organizational Culture Assessment 
Instrument (OCAI) allows for the framing of differences and the diversity of perspectives, from 
University X’ senior administrators, the Faculty of Arts’ dean, the language department director, 
and individuals (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Quinn et al., 2015). The framework is based on 
competing values; that is, on the one hand we want an organization to be flexible and adaptable 
but, on the other, we want it to be constant and controlled. Hence, Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) 
Competing Values Framework defined and adapted to University X and the language 
department’s cultural four quadrants are found in Figure 2.3. 
 
Figure 2.3. Characteristics of the Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy and Market Cultures of the 
Language Department. Adapted from Cameron and Quinn (2011). 
 
Using the OCAI questionnaire provides an excellent way to identify the department’s 
current culture, and to identify, in contrast, a new culture to match the demands of the 
environment in the future and thus, the culture of the future (the department in five years). 
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Current (in red) and preferred (in green) cultures in the language department are illustrated in 
Figure 2.4. As with any relational analysis, the OCAI highlights the dominant orientation of the 
department based on these cultural types and draws attention to the department’s cultural 
strengths, type, and congruence (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). 
Drawing on the insights gained from hundreds of experiments using the OCAI, Cameron 
and Quinn determined that organizations that have successfully implemented change have 
attained cultural congruence; that is, the “various cultural aspects are aligned” (p. 84). 
Furthermore, these authors indicate that cultural incongruence leads to ambiguity due to 
differences in perspectives, strategies, and goals. 
 
Figure 2.4. The Current and Preferred Organizational Cultures in the University X’s Language 
Department. Adapted from Cameron and Quinn (2011). 
Current Organizational Culture 
 
The results show that the two current dominant organizational cultures in the language 
department are Market-compete followed closely by Hierarchy-control. This is consistent with 
University X’s organizational culture and with what many authors state in the literature such as 
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Cameron and Quinn, (2011) and Quinn and Rohrbaugh, (1983) who discovered that the 
organizational cultures of most government organizations tend to be a Hierarchy. The Market 
dominant culture reveals the current nature of HEIs that respond to an increasingly competitive 
institutional environment, where it must answer to customers’ demands, namely the students and 
their parents. The language department is a very structured and controlled place, and formal 
procedures govern the behaviour of faculty members. There are precise lines of authority and 
respect for the chain of command (the director) and a centralized decision-making body 
(University X). Under these two dominant organizational cultures in the department, teachers do 
not work in teams and are not encouraged to be creative or innovative although policies and 
guidelines say otherwise. Even if there is no good or bad organizational culture, the problem 
resides in identifying the appropriate strategies to support a decrease of University X’s Market-
Hierarchy organizational culture, to adopt a more congruent and balanced profile such as the one 
shown in Figure 2.4. This shift is particularly challenging as it involves the department’s 
withdrawal from the common beliefs, values, and norms shared with University X. 
Preferred Organizational Culture 
 
The result shows that there is a need for a more balanced organizational culture in the 
language department. Although there does not seem to be any discomfort expressed by faculty in 
the current organizational culture, the department remains in a fragile state and is not adapting to 
the institutional context of the 21st century. The need for change by increasing the Clan- 
Adhocracy and diminishing the Hierarchy-Market organizational cultures is complex, long-term, 
and possibly expensive. It calls for a strong leadership team that is able to share a vision, that has 
the power to drive the change throughout the department, but most importantly, that establishes 
trust as a common ground for all stakeholders. 
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Consequently, based on this informal cultural diagnosis, we can now reflect on an 
intervention that could be put into place to lead this complex organizational cultural change. In 
other words, we must ask: How do we establish trust among all stakeholders to achieve 
congruence between all four organizational cultures and use the underlying cultural strengths of 
all involved to implement BL and DL in language teaching? In the next section, we will examine 
possible solutions that will help consider which aspects of the organization’s cultures should be 
emphasized or de-emphasized, and /or which one should remain the same, in order to 
successfully implement BL and DL in language teaching. 
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice 
 
Drawing on the insights gained from applying Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) Competing 
Values Framework and their Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI), it is 
opportune to look at the gaps highlighted by this analysis and to focus on several areas for 
change. The “critical organizational analysis” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 53) revealed that there is a 
significant misalignment between the language department’s existing structures and University 
X’s strategic plan “to expand program delivery methods to offer learning options for students to 
improve their learning experience and career preparedness such as technology-enabled learning 
to provide students with twenty-first-century learning experience” (MCTU, 2013, p. 10). 
Furthermore, in Chapter 1, whilst assessing the department change readiness, Judge and 
Thomas’ (2009) and Judge’s (2011) Organizational Capacity for Change (OCC) assessment tool 
exposed that the deployment of BL and DL in language teaching would be challenging in at least 
two aspects: first, in preserving core values while nurturing new ones and, second, in introducing 
innovation into the traditional departmental culture. Additionally, the assessment tool unveiled 
that ineffective communication between stakeholders endangered the proposed change and the 
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chances of success. These conclusions are consistent with the results obtained through the OCAI 
analysis, which highlighted the existence of Market-Compete and Hierarchy-Control cultural 
dominance in the department over much weaker Clan-Collaborate and Adhocracy- Create 
cultures. 
Although this Problem of Practice is crafted from the intention to implement 
technological changes, namely BL and DL in language teaching, the proposed solutions lie 
mainly on intervening in the departmental culture itself, which becomes the heart of the 
leadership actions in this OIP (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Quinn et al., 2015). Ergo, as these 
authors point out, the best-planned organizational change often fails for lack of focus on the 
organization’s culture, which may leave problems outlasting the solutions (Bolman & Deal, 
2013).  
Similarly, in 2004, the Faculty of Education’s teacher education program faced a 
comparable crisis when it became necessary to launch online teacher training to keep and attract 
new candidates. Being part of the change coalition then and now, in both the online teacher 
training and the BL and DL language courses, I now see the necessity of focusing on the 
organizational culture (s) to succeed in such a challenging deep change. Henceforth, rather than 
focusing on implementing technologies in language pedagogies, the goal of the proposed 
solutions is to rebalance organizational culture congruence with the intention of eventually 
leading the way to the implementation of BL and DL in language pedagogies. Interestingly, the 
challenges of introducing new values, a culture of innovation, and improving communication are 
the same as those encountered while implementing DL in the teacher training courses at the 
Faculty of Education 16 years ago. This only proves that introducing new values, a culture of 
innovation, and improving communication remains challenging to an organization. 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
60 
  
To attain culture congruence, three plausible solutions to this problem of practice arose 
from the knowledge gained from the previous analysis: (a) de-emphasize Market-Hierarchy 
cultures, (b) emphasize Clan-Adhocracy cultures, and (c) introduce an integrated organizational 
structure and culture change. The discussion of proposed solutions will include the examination 
of their benefits, anticipated impact, and limitations (the caveats) involved. 
Solution 1: De-Emphasize Market-Hierarchy Cultures 
 
De-emphasizing Market-Hierarchy cultures is the first proposed solution that we will 
examine. Organizational culture is delineated by the distinct beliefs, values, and customs 
imposed by the institutional context, which define how things operate (Bolman & Deal, 2013). 
As University X is positioned as using a Market-Hierarchy model that influences its planning 
and productivity (Tong & Arvey, 2015), de-emphasizing the Market-Hierachy cultures would 
appear to have the department reneg on its commitment to follow University X’s values and 
procedures. Albeit this solution may seem counterproductive at first blush it also presents some 
benefits. 
Benefits. De-emphasizing Market-Culture signifies, in part, adopting less myopic 
thinking about outcomes. Indeed, instead of thinking of outcomes in terms of numbers of articles 
published, the emphasis lies on goal accomplishments in favour of student’ learning. This is 
particularly interesting as this would foster an ongoing teacher’ commitment to excellence as 
well as student’ success and satisfaction. Professional activities would not always have to be 
tangible and focused on contributing and keeping the reputation of University X but rather on 
how to respond to 21st century student’ needs. Instead the focus would be shared between 
teaching and research excellence. As well, reducing the emphasis on Market-Culture would 
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support a less punitive environment and would undoubtedly energize people to move away from 
individual to collective benefits. 
De-emphasizing a Hierarchy-Culture would soften the traditional hierarchy. As 
separation and division between the department’s administrators, the full- and part-time teachers 
become blurry, teachers feel more inclined to take more informal and formal leadership roles. 
Decisions would be decentralized, which would result in empowering teachers. On a practical 
level, there would be fewer signoffs for decisions, less micromanagement and paperwork, as well 
as fewer roadblocks and red tape. 
Anticipated impact. From a market and economic perspective, this solution may reduce 
the competitive effort to constantly find new ways to attract students in activities such as open 
house days, publicity, web-site attractiveness, and promotional visits in secondary schools. From 
a social viewpoint, as faculty members have worked only in a traditional hierarchical culture, 
their confusion and even fear may emerge and hinder decision making.  
As Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky (2009) pointed out, change is often received with 
resistance not because people are reluctant to change but because they are highly resistant to loss. 
It may intimidate some who need guidance and rely on authority. Despite an initial enthusiasm, 
de-emphasizing a Hierarchy-Culture may trigger uncertainty for those who are comfortable and 
feel secure within the traditional university hierarchical system. 
Limitations. De-emphasizing Market-Hierarchy  Cultures alone is a risky endeavour. 
This could even affect the department’s credibility within the Faculty of Arts. As such, it could 
isolate the department, alienate some faculty members who are focused on their research and less 
on pedagogies, as well as create sub-units that adhere to different values and approaches (Clark, 
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1972; Heifetz & Linsky, 2002). Hence, this solution alone may produce massive resistance and 
create sub-cultures that could poison the working/work environment. 
Solution 2: Emphasize Clan-Adhocracy Cultures 
 
In the last 20 years, HEI priorities have shifted to adopt a business-like model, focused on 
production and economic effectiveness. From this allegiance to business, it is sometimes easy to 
lose sight that education, unlike business, is an environment dedicated to forming people. In 
language teaching and learning, human relations are naturally based on social connexions.  
Therefore, it makes sense in this OIP to consider the Clan Culture and the orientation of work 
towards collaboration (Cameron, Quinn, DeGraff, & Thakor, 2014). Traditionally, the Clan-
Collaboration culture was embodied in HEIs where leaders were viewed as mentors, employees 
shared common values and goals, and collegiality was part and parcel of the way HEI culture 
prevailed.  
As HEI priorities shifted, a competition to attract more students grew, tensions rose 
amongst academics sweeping aside the Clan-Collaboration to be replaced by an emergent cult of 
efficiency (Gross Stein, 2001). As the language department is facing a crisis, social efficiency 
must catch its breath and regain power over economic efficacy. The pattern of interaction 
between the department leaders/administrators and full-part-time teachers until this point no 
longer holds. Planning stability and regrowth in the department using economic effectiveness 
language is not productive. 
Growing complexity between competing forces requires the commitment to as many 
people as possible including the department’ director and leaders looking to generate ideas, 
making suggestions and welcoming innovations (Roehrig, Schwendenwein, & Bushe, 2015). 
Solution 2 brings people forward. 
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Benefits. Emphasizing Clan-Adhocracy cultures from the director and departmental 
leaders support influences and is being influenced by teacher’ empowerment. In Solution 2, 
power is evenly distributed amongst all members of the faculty including full and part-teachers. 
Subsequently, control, cohesion, collaboration, and admittedly morale increase, all of which 
generate more participation and a desire to explore new venues based on common goals and 
values (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). In our turbulent and unpredictable times, fostering cross- 
functional teamwork and horizontal communication between department members will generate 
trust (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Peterson, 2016). Transformational communication within a 
caring environment supported by the department’s leaders may alleviate the tension created by 
implementing BL and DL in language teaching. In other words, more social presence including 
all department’ leaders within the clan may help to understand the teacher’s physical absence in 
the virtual classroom. 
Emphasizing the Clan-Adhocracy cultures may also involve University X and the Faculty 
of Arts senior administrators more easily. As these leaders are often perceived as autocratic and 
transactional, including them in the collaboration process at different times for various purposes 
may provide an opportunity to build personal connections, a better understanding of one 
another’s expectations, and eventually contribute to stabilizing trust among full- and part-time 
teachers. 
Anticipated impact. From a social perspective, intervening on the Clan-Adhocracy 
alone, even with the support of the department’s current leaders may feel like temporary relief 
from the departmental hierarchical system currently in place, which often slows down 
improvement. As an increased adhocracy will foster experts to emerge from inside the 
department and attract those from outside of the department to join, new knowledge and 
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expertise would be shared among teachers. In turn, these individuals who would gain confidence, 
feel empowered, and would take risks in using BL and DL in their language classes. Bolman and 
Deal (2013) described adhocracy as a way to bring together competing forces. From competing, 
the forces amongst teachers and administrators would become complementary. From a critical 
perspective, moving to an adhocracy culture in the language department marks a desire to add 
flexibility to the organization, which is especially important in this digital age where the 
boundaries of where, when, and how teachers and students work are fading away (Cameron & 
Quinn, 2011; Pourezzat & Attar, 2009). 
Limitations. Emphasizing a Clan-Adhocracy alone may create a sense of 
inappropriateness. Moving from a traditional rigid bureaucracy to a permissive pushover may 
create unproductive discussions that might counteract true collaboration and end up being overly 
democratic, too participative, apathetic, or worse, displaying indifference (Quinn et al., 2015). 
As these authors highlight, changing positions without balancing competing forces may drag the 
change effort into a negative zone. Emphasizing and transitioning to a Clan-Adhocracy from a 
Hierarchy culture may disorient people, increase insecurity in a newly perceived absence of 
authority, and jeopardize trust within the department.  
As the Market culture still dominates in people’s minds, people may withdraw from 
interactions, take thoughtless risks in trying BL and DL, hide their mistakes, and complain that 
money is wasted. Consequently, emphasizing a Clan-Adhocracy as the one and only solution 
may isolate people even more and hinder the change plan. 
Solution 3: Introduce an Integrated Organizational Structure and Culture Change 
 
De-emphasizing Market-Hierarchy cultures and emphasizing Clan-Adhocracy cultures in 
the language department are the conclusions drawn from the OCAI results analysis. However, as 
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Quinn et al. (2015) warned, it is important to move away from the traditional either/or thinking 
and embrace the both/ and thinking for change to succeed especially in a complex and dynamic 
environment such as the one at University X. Therefore, rather than looking at Market- 
Hierarchy cultures as diametrically opposed to Clan-Adhocracy cultures, an effective solution 
will include an integrated interplay between all four cultures of the Competing Values 
Framework.  
This will be initiated by establishing a strong communication system between all 
stakeholders. As we strive to achieve congruence between competing values and departmental 
cultures, effective and efficient communication among all faculty members and administrators is 
instrumental. A redesigned communication system needs to support interrelatedness and 
transparency to ensure a common understanding of the current situation and the creation of a 
new vision or desired state of a new departmental structure. To successfully redesign 
communications, a dialogical (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011) and a digital space planned by a 
guiding coalition will be created. This coalition will support initiate sense-making conversations 
(Kezar, 2018) to foster appreciative inquiry (Bushe & Kassam, 2005), where all voices are 
considered. A renewed communication system in the language department has better chances to 
engage administrators, leaders, early adopters, interested teachers, and resistors to engage in the 
integration of a new organizational structure and culture change. In the current complex 
organizational context of University X, successful implementation of BL and DL in language 
teaching has a better chance of success if the intervention impacts the organizational cultures by 
using competencies from all four quadrants of the Competing Values Framework (Quinn et al., 
2015). 
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As we have already established that our main objective is to realign our department goals, 
objectives, and pedagogies to University X’s strategic plan, we need to assess our respective 
competencies, and our ability to blend and balance our actions in order to support all four 
competing cultures in an appropriate fashion. To achieve this, Hooijberg, Hunt, and Dodge 
(1997) suggest considering two components: (a) a behavioural repertoire which includes several 
approaches and (b) behavioural differentiation, that is the ability to use these skills differently 
depending on the situation. This implies reaching out to teachers and to value individuals’ skills 
and expertise as well as to respond to individuals’ needs and concerns. If achieved, this will 
result in a more cohesive department where people reminisce about traditions and rituals as well 
as celebrate innovation and risk-taking. 
Benefits. The benefits for the department are numerous. If congruence is established 
between cultures in the language department, its overall performance may increase. This 
increased performance may mean an improvement in efficiency and continuity between 
University X, the Faculty of Arts, and the language department’s goals and objectives. It may 
also indicate higher productivity and profitability caused by increasing student enrolment. 
Moreover, guided by SL and TL, improved performance may signify teachers’ commitment 
toward the success of the department, feelings of empowerment and as a result, a positive staff 
morale. Most importantly, if cultures congruence is supported in the language department, it will 
suggest being open to innovation and adaptability to 21st century student’ needs and 
expectations and to the complex environment (Petrick, Scherer, Brodzinski, Quinn, & Ainina, 
1999). 
Anticipated impact. Applying an integrated organizational structure and culture change 
approach in the language department implies a considerable step away from current practices. 
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For example, it involves a better and deeper understanding of the current institutional context, a 
power redistribution between administrators and teachers and a change in teachers’ fixed mindset 
to a growth mindset (Dweck, 2006). It also supports the overall department’ change capacity by 
‘learning to learn’, namely, unlearning and relearning new pedagogical and technological 
strategies. Furthermore, integrating a new organizational structure and culture change will 
position teachers away from their individual work to bring them together into collective 
initiatives. 
This will require a significant amount of time as well as constant and rigorous 
consultation among the team leadership members. Furthermore, this process will have to be 
introduced incrementally to support acceptation, adaptation, and limit resistance. Applying an 
integrated organizational structure and culture change approach also implies a sharp learning 
curve for the leaders involved. As we are accustomed to seeing our world in a certain way, this 
process requires one to unlearn and relearn other ways to look at situations. In a way, we need to 
reset our modes of thinking to adapt to the complex and dynamic system around us. Quinn et al. 
(2015) describe this as adopting system dynamic thinking and paradoxical thinking about the 
change process. Senge (1990) describes system thinking as seeing wholes rather than things, 
specifically interrelationships and patterns. The ability to see the underlying structures helps to 
understand the long-term impact of actions. Additionally, one must remember that any 
organization exists with competing pressures. The traditional perspective is to look at things by 
considering one aspect or another. In paradoxical thinking, one must be able to transcend the 
contradictions and recognize that two apparently opposite conditions may simultaneously be true 
(Cameron & Lavine, 2006).  
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Applying an integrated organizational structure and culture change approach in the 
language department will have complex and long-term consequences but it may result in an 
improved work environment, one that enjoys a stronger capacity for change, and a sustained 
ability to adapt to external pressure. 
Limitations. It will be challenging for the guiding coalition to succeed in establishing 
such an elaborate and radical change given the number of people involved and the current 
organization mindset in the department. However, given the pandemic situation, it is conceivable 
that a partial implementation may be reasonably integrated due to the state of emergency in the 
department. With time, as more people accept the situation, get familiar with it, and challenge 
themselves to move outside their comfort zone, it will become possible to implement an 
integrated organizational and culture change to its full extent in the language department. That 
said, it is inevitable that one must admit that this change journey will be long and tedious, 
especially under the pressure imposed upon us by the arrival of the pandemic (See Appendix 4). 
Rationale for Solution 3 selection. If facilitated / initiated properly, an integrated 
organizational structure and culture change approach in the language department would remove 
limitations. It would help the department distinguish itself as an innovative and unconventional 
unit within the Faculty of Arts and at University X. Introducing an integrated organizational 
structure and culture change in the language department is the chosen solution because it 
involves intervention on all four competing forces impacting all stakeholders. It approaches the 
department as a whole and includes its strengths and weaknesses rather than simply addressing 
its weaknesses. 
This is not to say that one must wait until full integration to begin the implementation of 
BL and DL. On the contrary, as the integration is evolving, BL and DL in language teaching may 
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serve as a strategic tool to integrate the new organizational structure and culture. As Yang and 
Melitski (2007) highlight: “it is essential that all competing strategic values be clarified, 
developed, measured and evaluated for successful technology integration” (p.447). It is likely 
that, as the leadership team progresses at rebalancing cultural congruence in the language 
department, that faculty members’ perceptions of and responsiveness to innovation will increase, 
they will be less anxious to learn, more receptive to adopt a more inventive risk-taking style, and 
consequently less resistant to the implementation of technology-enhanced innovation (Zhu, 
2015). 
It is expected that early adopters of technology in language teaching will want others to 
follow their lead rapidly but, as Kotter and Schlesinger (2008) point out, the implementation 
process must be gradual. Patience is crucial, to avoid resistance. The integration of a new 
organizational structure and a culture shift is a radical act, but it is invoked as a means to 
improve effectiveness among organizational elements such as its mission, vision, values, 
cultures, and overall ability to adapt (Cawsey et al., 2016). As a significant mindset change is 
involved in internal department operations and for individuals, it is predictable that the 
department will be affected in anticipated and unexpected ways (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; 
Cawsey et al., 2016). 
Hence, at times, this organizational change may be subject to the force of homeostasis 
(the tendency to seek equilibrium), that is, to return to a known state (Cameron & Green, 2015; 
Jones, 2010). As this is highly possible, it is important to keep abreast of the disposition and the 
composition of the department as the integration of the organizational structure occurs and as the 
culture changes. 
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Model for Improvement of the Organizational Structure and Culture 
 
As determined, an integrated organizational structure and culture change will be 
necessary in order to achieve the subsequent objective to implement Bl and DL in language 
teaching. Although this change is a major leap for faculty members, it is perceived as desirable 
by most and necessary by many. An inquiry cycle will be used to monitor the implementation of 
the proposed solution. To achieve this, Langley et al.’s (2009) Model of Improvement (also 
known as the Plan-Do-Study-Act [PDSA] model cycle) will provide us with a template to 
approach the change one step at a time on small scale cycles, and learning from previous test 
cycles before achieving full integration as displayed in Figure 2.5. This will give the guiding 
coalition and other stakeholders the opportunity to gauge which ideas or tools work and which 
do not and whether the proposed change is on the right track. Langley et al. suggested that there 
are three elements, formulated as questions, to help determine the successful integration of a 
change. First, the aim of the change must be clear, as in what do we want to accomplish? Second, 
how will we know that the change is triggering improvement; namely, what measures of success 
will be used? And third, what changes can be integrated to support improvement (the changes to 
be measured)? 
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Figure 2.5. The Model for Improvement Adapted from Langley et al. (2009) 
In the next section, we will look at the ethical considerations involved in this social 
cognition and cultural change as well as how the connection between leadership approaches, 
ethical actions, and considerations impact the change process in the language department.   
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change 
 
In Chapter 2, we examined what to change and how to change. As we become more 
engaged in this transformational change, it is now opportune to look at the proposed change 
through an ethical lens in an attempt to decipher how it is perceived by stakeholders, especially 
by the teachers. 
Ethical Considerations 
 
It is easy to look at the group of teachers as a mass of something, losing their 
individuality and their humanness (Keeling, 2014). There is a real danger here, especially in the 
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language department, where the proposed change affects full-time and adjunct professors, 
several of whom I never come in contact with. As there is a real risk of depersonalization, the 
guiding coalition must adopt an ethic of care (Ehrich, Harris, Klenowski, Smeed, & Spina, 2015; 
Keeling, 2014) by paying “attention to teachers as whole people, and to their individual and 
collective well-being” (p. 142). Bliming (1998) explains this by saying that taking an ethical 
decision means making compromises between personal values, institutional values, and 
situational needs. This is particularly relevant as the proposed change digs deep into teachers’ 
pedagogical values and beliefs. Admittedly, pressure for new learning to occur will emerge 
exposing teachers to new habits and ways of thinking about teaching a language. In Schein’s 
words (2016) this can produce “anxiety which may make teachers feel temporarily incompetent, 
fearful of losing their position or even losing their membership to the teaching team” (p. 234). 
Consequently, as a transformational and a servant leader wishing to adopt ethical 
behaviors, I must recognize that my job entails more than making decisions based on a rational 
assessment of the facts (Starratt, 2005) but rather on a subjective and a moral ethic of care, tinted 
by emotions. 
Enlightened by the previous considerations, I believe in Lewin’s (1951) humanistic 
approach stating that, to resolve social conflict, one needs to “facilitate learning and enable 
individuals to understand and restructure their perceptions of the world around them” (cited in 
Burnes, 2009, p. 366). Henceforth, to implement an effective transformational and servant 
leadership to support individuals in the language department to function better, I will draw from 
the Organization Development (OD) principles based on Lewin’s work (1947 cited in Burnes, 
2009) and articulated by many over the years (Burnes, 2009; Rothwell, Stopper, & Myers, 2017).  
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
73 
  
Stemming from these principles, in order to move forward with this change, the need to 
embrace democratic-participatory values grows, namely: equality, empowerment, consensus-
building, and horizontal relationships (Wooten & White, 1999). Accordingly, Hurley et al. 
(1992) found these values reflected in five main paths, specifically: (a) empower to act, (b) 
create open communications, (c) facilitate ownership, (d) promote collaboration, and (e) promote 
continuous learning. 
Empower teachers to act. In the current complex institutional context, nestled in an 
ethic of care, grows the importance to support the ability, the capacity, and competency of 
teachers to respond effectively to external pressure (Keeling, 2014). While most teachers 
involved have extensive expertise and experience teaching a language, only a few possess 
knowledge and experience with teaching a language through BL and DL. In Magolda and Baxter 
Magolda’s (2011) words, “even professionals with many years in the field may be discerning 
their own values and how to align with the organization for which they work” (p. 435). 
Consequently, empowering teachers should be seen as fostering self-management with the 
purpose of managing the internal struggle between personal and professional needs, values, and 
behaviors (Holzweiss & Walker, 2016). In other words, empowering teachers to act is to help 
them see how to deal with concerns when personal and professional values collide, such as when 
you value one language pedagogy, but your institution requires you to value another one 
(Holzweiss & Walker, 2016). Empowering teachers is part and parcel of the way to foster trust 
between leaders and followers and help the process move forward. 
Create openness in communications. Transformational and servant leadership rest on 
open and honest communications. As such, the message between leader and followers should be 
about values, namely inclusion, collaboration, and social justice (Ehrich et al., 2015). In the 
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context of this particular OIP, student access becomes the key element of the social justice ethic 
of having choices. Indeed, we should voice the importance of opportunities to all students 
(Ehrich et al., 2015). 
As open communications may be the catalyst in triggering debates, it will also require 
emotional resilience, patience for ethical conflicts, and uncertainties (Doyle, 2003, cited in 
Cawsey et al., 2016). As resistance persists loud and clear at times, communicating through 
various channels at different times about the change vision with faculty offers the best chance to 
capture the hearts and minds of most teachers (Kotter, 1996). Hence, as Gentile (2010) states, 
“creating openness in communications signifies a support of people’s growth of confidence and 
abilities that allow them to articulate and develop their values effectively when confronted with a 
situation that works against their own principles” (p.101). Given that people in the language 
department embody cultural diversity, openness to communication requires patience and 
sensitivity to the values of others (Bown, Bessette, & Chan, 2006). 
Facilitate ownership of the change process. Lewin’s (1947, cited in Burnes, 2009) 
optimistic view of human nature included his belief in the ability to achieve sustained behaviour 
change (Woodman, Bringham, & Yuan 2008). Indeed, the author purports that, for sustained and 
long-lasting change to remain, those involved in the change must do so through a democratic-
participatory values system, must be free in making their own decisions, and not be manipulated 
into it. In other words, teachers in the language department should adopt this change of their own 
volition (Burnes, 2009; Schein, 1996). In the context of an ethic of care, empowering teachers 
supports individuals to take ownership of their learning. Within the SL and DL leadership 
approaches discussed earlier in Chapter 2, faculty members are encouraged by the guiding 
coalition and the department’s administration, to take on roles and responsibilities for tasks 
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according to their own strengths which enables them to exert a positive influence on the change 
process. Gaining ownership along with increasing confidence in implementing BL and DL in 
language teaching can also alleviate individual uncertainties and gain individual autonomy. 
Promote a culture of collaboration. It is argued that reaching consensus on doing the 
right things must take precedence over doing things right (Jackson, 2019). Hence, as Mayo 
(1933) highlighted, “organizations are cooperative, social systems rather than mechanical ones” 
(cited in Burnes, 2009, p. 364). Working collaboratively does not come naturally in the language 
department. People meet and discuss issues, but these relationships are not based on a true 
collaborative exchange. Consequently, in promoting a culture of collaboration-building, 
covenantal relationships emerge as a necessity (Sendjaya & Pekerti, 2010). In an ethic of care 
and justice, treating people as equals is a sine qua non. Being equal with my colleagues allows 
for greater objectivity and allow me to consider challenging the status quo. In that sense, 
sustaining a culture of collaboration through covenantal relationships can be viewed as an ethic 
of critique (Starratt, 1991). This will be instrumental in moving teachers forward in their thinking 
and to help them question their own practices (Ehrich et al., 2015). As trust is the cornerstone of 
a culture of collaboration, my role as a transformational and servant leader is to display these 
values in a commitment to the democratic process and to allow trust to emerge (Stefkovich & 
Begley, 2007; Sutton, Sauser, & Washington, 2014). Trust is both the cause and the result of 
collaboration. As an educational leader, nurturing a culture of collaboration and growth into trust 
is the ultimate leader’s responsibility (Starratt, 1991). 
Promote continuous learning. Within an OD framework, commitment to continuous 
learning and improvement is essential. As individuals understand and restructure their 
perceptions of the world around them (Lewin, 1951), individual learning occurs. Based on an 
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ethic of critique and through collaboration where faculty members now self-question their 
practices, continuous learning occurs that ultimately translates into organizational learning, as 
displayed in Figure 2.6. Continuous learning rests on the transformational and servant leadership 
that values people and helps them move forward.  
 
 
Figure 2.6. Connection Between Leadership Approaches, Ethical Actions and Considerations 
and the Impact on the Change Process in the Language Department. Inspired by Starratt (2005).  
 
 
As faculty members feel valued and respected as individuals as well as supported by a 
rational and objective self-critique, new learning occurs that foresees the proposed change as an 
added value to both the students and the department. In the name of equity and justice, BL and 
DL in language teaching become an acceptable alternative to the traditional lecture-based 
language teaching.  
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Chapter Conclusion 
 
This chapter has presented a selection of frameworks to support the needed change 
identified in Chapter 1. In Chapter 2, we examined what to change and how to change. Two 
leadership approaches were identified, namely servant and transformational leadership 
approaches integrated together as a means to strengthen the leadership approach effort. To lead 
the change process, the organization was analyzed through several system analysis tools, namely 
the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016), Kotter Model of Change (Kotter, 2008), and the 
Competing Values Framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). A critical organizational analysis 
allowed to identify cultural incongruence in the language department. Three solutions were 
proposed to address the problem, one of which was selected. Finally, this chapter examined the 
ethical aspect related to this change plan through the Organization Development (OD) principles 
based on Lewin’s work (1947, cited in Burnes, 2009). In Chapter 3, we will apply the theoretical 
and process knowledge gained in this chapter by implementing, evaluating and communicating 
the change proposed in this OIP. 
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Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication 
 
Connected to the problem of practice presented in Chapter 1, as well as to the solution 
identified in Chapter 2, this third and final chapter elaborates on the process of integrating an 
organizational structure and culture change in University X’s language department through 
implementing BL and DL in language teaching. Additionally, Chapter 3 contains information 
pertaining to resources, selected tools to monitor and to evaluate the implementation process, 
strategies to improve communication inside and outside the language department, and finally, 
expands on this OIP’s limitations as well as on future considerations. 
As a preamble, let it be known that, since the launch of the new University X’s strategic 
plan (2020-2030), and because of the arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic, there is considerable 
pressure to implement BL and DL in all faculties. Consequently, the implementation of this 
proposed plan in University X’s language department may mobilize it to take action. 
Change Implementation Plan 
 
This OIP focuses on the second and third years of the four-year change plan, namely the 
mobilization and the acceleration phases based on the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
and Kotter Model of Change (1997). As illustrated in Figure 3.1, Year 1 consisted of University 
X announcing its first strategic mandate in accordance with the Ministry of Advanced Education 
and Skills Development’s (MAESD) new policies as a response to the changing institutional 
context. This sparked the awakening phase in the language department (Cawsey et al., 2016) 
which was consolidated through data collection that provided stakeholders with a clearer 
understanding of the impact on University X’s Faculty of Arts and language department, namely 
in its decreasing enrolment and changing demographics. On a more pragmatic level, these policy 
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documents and strategic plans provided little in the way of illumination on how to implement BL 
and DL in language teaching. Therefore, as this change was reified within the department, 
inchoate conversations, uncertainty, and skepticism emerged. 
 
 
Figure 3.1. Awakening Phase in Language Department. Adapted from Cawsey et al. (2016).  
 
Chapter 3 examines how the proposal to implement BL and DL in language teaching 
stemming from the awakening phase can move into the structured mobilization and acceleration 
phases (Cawsey et al., 2016) in order to become fully institutionalized by the end of the 
implementation process. Hence, how will the change in the language department fit within the 
context of the overall organizational strategy? How will the transition be managed from the 
current to the desired state? How will the stakeholders’ actions and reactions be handled? How 
will we create and maintain momentum toward change to achieve institutionalization? These 
questions will guide us through the mobilization and acceleration phases. 
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Goals and Priorities 
 
Mento, Jones, and Dirndorfer (2002) suggest that any changes considered within the 
larger organizational focus with a specific local focus may constrict stakeholder change effort 
over time. Consequently, BL and DL in language teaching stems from University X’s mission to 
“expand  program delivery methods to offer learning options for students to improve their 
learning experience and career preparedness through technology-enabled learning and 
experiential learning opportunities and to provide them with twenty-first-century learning 
experience” (MCTU, 2014, p. 10). However, as determined in Chapter 2 through a Critical 
Organization Analysis, in order to align with University X’s strategic plan, there is a need to 
emphasize the Clan-Adhocracy (collaborative and creative) culture and to de-emphasize the 
Hierarchy-Market (rules, policies, and results) culture within the department. 
To begin the process of addressing this cultural imbalance, I will rely on my past 
experiences at the Faculty of Education where I went through a similar change process between 
2004 and 2015. Now, in my role as designated coordinator of the BL and DL language courses in 
the language department, and supported by the language department administrators, I foresee that 
the process must begin with assisting individual language teachers by prioritizing the following: 
1. Engage my colleagues in reflection on the language teacher identity (Akkerman & 
Meijer, 2011; Cawsey et al., 2016) facing the current institutional 21st-century context 
and its implications in language teaching. 
2. Form a strong and well-thought guiding coalition (Kotter, 1996, 2008, 2012) in order to 
support a one for all and all for one change capacity. 
3. Create and support a vision of where we are (current state) and where we want to be 
(desired state) (Cameron & Quinn, 2011) in order to respond to the urgency and 
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criticality in this institutional context to provide access to language courses to students 
who are unable to attend classes in person, to ensure inclusivity and to support diversity. 
4. Support and empower teachers to improve students' language learning experience and 
career preparedness through technology in language learning as well as experiential 
learning, to provide students with a twenty-first-century learning experience. 
Strengths of the plan. As University X is launching its new strategic mandate, rushed and 
pushed by the pandemic, BL and DL in language teaching gain new momentum. Hence, the 
document speaks of a complete metamorphosis in (a) adopting a more agile approach in 
supporting more innovative pedagogical approaches, (b) being more accessible, and (c) having 
more responsive academic programs. University X confirms its commitment to be more 
connected and to adopt pedagogical technologies, driven by a holistic digital vision. 
Furthermore, it aims at being more impactful and sustainable in support of well-being diversity 
and employee engagement. Consequently, the strength of this OIP rests in its direct connection to 
University X’s new strategic plan and the current social situation. 
Managing the Transition 
 
As we engage in the change transition, it is a noteworthy fact that there is a growing 
mismatch between University X’s values posted on its website and in public media' postings and 
the displayed behaviours and artifacts found in the language department. For example, 
University X’s Academic Affairs Vice-Provost was quoted as saying that University X’s 
strategic mandate 2030 states that the university was well on its way to respond to the needs of 
21st century students’ and its goal over the next ten years is to become a more digital university. 
Still, in the language department, several teachers are reluctant to use the university’s Learning 
Management System (LMS), and continue to rely on photocopies, DVD recordings, and outdated 
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language labs. As Schein (2016) explains, this is happening because stakeholders rely on tacit 
assumptions that go back to the foundation of the department and that have worked well for 
people for years. 
This ‘how things are done around here’ mindset is the real underlying assumption that 
translates into teachers’ behaviours and the department’s language teaching artifacts. Yet, as 
Schein (2016) warns, it would be unrealistic to design an OIP to plan a radical cultural change 
because the concept of culture is too big and too vast a phenomenon. Consequently, in this 
improvement plan, within an ethic of care, critique, and justice, we want to support a progressive 
cultural transition through the process of implementing BL and DL in language teaching. In 
other words, this change will serve both as a means and an end to achieve a cultural change in 
the department. 
Managing stakeholders’ reactions to change. As human beings, we tend to react and 
resist emotionally to change. Implementing BL and DL in language teaching is no exception and 
triggers a panoply of emotions as it challenges the language teacher’s identity (Akkerman & 
Meijer, 2011; Alsup, 2006; Beijaard, Meijer, &Verloop, 2004). According to Akkerman and 
Meijer, teacher identity should be viewed as having sub-identities (multiplicity) that follow an 
on-going process of construction (discontinuity) in relation to a changing social context (social 
nature of identity).  
Contrary to other teaching fields, language teachers share common beliefs about how to 
teach a language and use a pedagogy based on centuries-old practices. This shared belief 
resembles those found in an occupational culture (Hargreaves, 1980; Schein, 2015); which is 
defined as a distinctive pattern of thought and actions shared by members of the same profession 
and shown in their language, morals, outlooks, beliefs, and traditions (Pam, 2013). Hence, in that 
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identity, some language teachers perceive language teaching as incompatible with a BL and DL 
environment. Consequently, as Cawsey et al. (2016) indicate, a change such as implementing BL 
and DL in language teaching requires teachers to modify their professional identities, skill sets, 
and other deeply held beliefs and expectations. 
As my objective is to balance the emotional reaction to the rational reasons behind this 
change, I adhere to what Akkerman and Meijer (2011) purport in supporting the creation of a 
dialogical space or a third space (Kozleski, 2011; Whitchurch, 2012) where “one and all suspend 
assumptions about being right and take the time to consider and explore the unfamiliar, question, 
and above all, listen to one another” (Kozleski, 2011, p.14). Creating time (on a bi-weekly basis) 
and space for teachers (in our staff lounge), either novice or experienced, to question themselves 
and others on their teaching actions will be pivotal. This dialogical space will support sustainable 
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) (Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008) where resistance 
will serve as a vigorous way to enter sensemaking conversations (Kezar, 2018). This space will 
help nurture inclusive conversations where listening to multiple voices in ways that value the 
contribution of each individual (Mumby, 2005) has a better chance of changing resistance and 
positively influencing faculty. 
Stakeholders’ analysis. As discovered in Chapter 1 while examining the organizational 
change readiness using Judge and Thomas’ (2009) Organizational Capacity for Change (OCC) 
and in Chapter 2 while applying Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) Competing Values Framework, 
implementing BL and DL in language teaching faces challenges. These include preserving well-
established core values while nurturing new ones, developing a culture of innovation along with 
a capacity for change, and improving communication and relatedness among all stakeholders. 
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While it is clear that changes are needed at the departmental level to align with University X’s 
strategic plan, stakeholders are not all on the same page when it comes to individual readiness 
for changes. As people in this department have been traditionally working in a solitary fashion, it 
is essential, as Beckhard and Harris (1987) state to address the question of why change in a 
meaningful way in order to build a shared vision for the department. Hence this allows all 
stakeholders to see “how the existing alignment is getting in the way of producing better 
outcomes” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 105). Therefore, it is essential to create a strong personal 
connectedness in a sort of esprit de corps in the department to support a desire to change that 
will override individual personal concerns. As Cameron and Quinn (2011) explain, departmental 
culture change is intimately connected to individual change, “unless we commit to personal 
change, the department’s culture will remain recalcitrant” (p. 87). 
Admittedly, as the language department consists of more than 60 teachers (full and part-
time) who are the main stakeholders, the stakeholder’s analysis will informally help to map first 
and early adopters on an adoption continuum (Cawsey et al., 2016) allowing the formation of a 
strong guiding coalition made of key players and change champions. Moreover, my privileged 
position as the coordinator of the project as well as being one of the teachers, allows me to 
interact, observe, and intervene directly with all the teachers who are typically different because 
of various native cultures, languages, backgrounds, education and ages. Consequently, I will 
approach stakeholders’ analysis from several angles. 
First, to gather information anonymously, the Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) 
Organizational Cultures Assessment Instrument (OCAI) to survey stakeholders will be used in 
order to compute information on the department’s Now culture and on its Preferred culture 
profiles, in an attempt to open the conversation and to reach a consensus. 
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Secondly, to further understand the stakeholders involved in this change, Schein’s (1991) 
analytical descriptive approach will be deployed to break the department’s 50-year-old culture 
into analytical components such as the department’s founding values, traditions, stories, norms, 
ingrained values, and expectations. As Schein (1991) indicates, the department culture is made 
up of several deep-level components that collectively characterized its culture as seen in Figure 
3.2. 
 
Figure 3.2. The Language Department Culture. Adapted from Lyon, (2017).  
This analysis will be initiated through meetings with department administration, former 
directors, retired and current teachers, past and present support staff and students, and through 
consulting past departmental annual reports. 
Thirdly, and most importantly, I will conduct informal interviews with key cultural 
insiders (Schein, 1991), specifically those critical to the change process (Cawsey et al., 2016), to 
thoroughly understand the departmental culture(s). This is particularly significant, as Schein 
explains, “culture exists only as an enacted social reality of the observable behavioural 
manifestations of members of the culture” (p. 245). In turn, this will provide critical information 
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to help map people along the adoption plan continuum (Cawsey et al., 2016), to select strategies 
to support those who need it to move along, and to identify early adopters and those who could 
form the guiding coalition. 
The guiding coalition. Stakeholders’ analysis makes it possible to identify what 
Armenakis and Harris (2006) call “individual’s beliefs” (p.170). They categorized these beliefs 
toward a change as: (a) discrepancy (change is needed), (b) appropriateness (change design is 
correct), (c) efficacy (change could be implemented successfully), (d) principal support (plan is 
supported by formal leaders), and (e) valence (change could be beneficial to one; what is in it for 
me?). Therefore, the selection of members for the guiding coalition is less focused on a power of 
position but rather, as Kotter (1996) highlights, on “expertise,” “credibility,” “leadership” (p. 59) 
and people in some influential positions who are willing to work together.  
Having been through a similar change at the Faculty of Education years ago while 
moving education teacher training from on-campus classes to online training, I have gained 
knowledge and expertise at managing such a transition. Consequently, along with other change 
champions identified through the stakeholders’ analysis, we will create the first guiding 
coalition. That coalition will work closely with fellow travelers (some tenured, tenured-track, 
and part-time faculty) and allies (Faculty’ dean, department’ director, some faculty, and some 
students) (Mendelow, 1981). The objective of building such a guiding coalition is to bring 
academia to the point where they understand and value this change plan for the good of the 
department and can support those whose resistance persists (Kotter, 1996), through SL and TL 
approaches.   
Required resources. A deep change (Kezar, 2018) such as restructuring organizational 
culture through implementing BL and DL in language teaching requires several resources. 
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Time. Although the institutional context is altering quickly, changes occur slowly in an 
HEI. It is expected that it may take five to seven years to restructure the organization’s culture 
while implementing BL and DL in language teaching. Having said that, the first 12 to 18 months 
are vital, to bring a sense of importance to these issues and to the establishment of a change 
team. As this plan is introduced incrementally, is well supported by senior leaders, faculty 
administration and a guiding coalition, it can be predicted that by the end of the acceleration 
phase (+/- 4 years), when changes come to fruition, a new culture of growth and innovation and a 
change capacity will have started to emerge in the departmental culture. 
Human. Human support and resources are instrumental to the success of this change. The 
guiding coalition represents an essential human resource for advancing the change. As teaching 
languages is perceived as a sort of occupational culture, human support through other internal 
and external experienced language teachers who have opted to include BL and DL in teaching 
their language classes will be essential. This may represent a difficult endeavour as teachers and 
leaders are under pressure from their other responsibilities such as teaching, research, and other 
duties. University X’s Teaching and Learning Support Service (TLSS) also offers workshops and 
training in integrating BL and DL in teaching to all faculties. The guiding coalition will bring 
along course models, prototypes, and examples to be examined and discussed during meetings in 
our dialogical space and time. 
Financial and technological. The TLSS department has offered financial and technical 
support for the last four years to adapt traditional lecture-based courses into BL and DL formats. 
As University X continues and reiterates its plan to adopt pedagogical technologies, it can be 
expected that more support will be available from that source. There will be workshops where 
members of the coalition team will invite other teachers to attend training sessions and offer 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
88 
  
debrief time to build relationships and further dialogue. Training is also available online through 
E-conferences, sites, webinars, and Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs). 
Potential issues.  Although well-planned and supported by University X’s senior leaders 
and faculty administration, it is possible that the main issue encountered in this change process is 
persistent resistance from some teachers. As language teaching presents some occupational features, 
attempts to change may prove to be challenging to achieve. Consequently, we may expect 
various levels of “ceremonial compliance” (Milian, Davies, & Zarifa, 2016, p. 19). 
Therefore, and based on SL and TL leadership approaches, the guiding coalition will 
continue to support teachers in understanding the applicability and the added value of BL and 
DL in language teaching and will provide help and resources to prepare online language courses 
and training to teach online (Gratz & Looney, 2020). Complete institutionalization of BL and DL 
in language teaching will take time. Thus, it is through time that experiences and expertise will 
grow and spread in the department and mitigate the current perceived barriers (Mitchell, 2020). 
Another issue is the mainstreaming language teachers’ limited experience with 
technologies, ranging from some technological knowledge to pure technophobia. As lecture- 
based traditional language teaching requires the use of little to no technology, many teachers 
remain intimidated by learning how to use language learning digital tools. 
A third issue is again related to time. Either as a required resource or as an emerging 
issue, time will affect and be affected by stakeholders. The proposed change will require not only 
time to be implemented but most importantly to be embraced by many teachers. As this change 
was presented as optional at first and necessary now, it can be anticipated that some teachers will 
want to avoid it and prefer to use their time to work on their research or other tasks. All of these 
potential issues will be alleviated with time, experience, and exposure to the change. As stated 
earlier, teachers are settled at different points on the adoption continuum, which confirms the 
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idea that the guiding coalition must build and maintain momentum by using various strategies 
such as celebrating small wins and achievements, by tracking progress, and by making 
modifications as needed. 
Limitations of the plan. As this plan is endorsed by University X’s senior leaders and 
the faculty administration, limitations are mostly around teacher’ engagement. Even with the best 
and the most positive intentions along with a detailed and well-thought out plan, there is a good 
chance that not all stakeholders will buy in at first. Through the application of a Total Quality 
Management tool such as Deming’s (1950) Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) model, it will be 
possible to identify obstacles to the initial plan (Do-Study) and to mitigate them by constantly 
reviewing and adapting the plan (Act-Plan again) as obstacles arise. We will see the elaboration 
of this in the next section.  
Additionally, limitations will be due to the fact that over 45 out of 60 teachers are adjunct 
professors who are not on campus or readily available on a regular basis. Hence, one can 
understand the importance of creating a solid and effective communication system to reach 
everyone at all times.  
Finally, and importantly, another limitation to this plan is that it does not include a 
supervisory body to ensure BL and DL language courses meet quality assurance. Although the 
guiding coalition is going to monitor and evaluate the change process, academic freedom at 
University X will prevent us from creating a dedicated supervisory system. Nonetheless, if the 
guiding coalition succeeds in creating an environment of trust and collaboration, in empowering 
teachers, in establishing an effective communication system between all stakeholders, in 
instilling a genuine desire to self-examine and self-renew, and a long-lasting change capacity, an 
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external supervisory body will not be necessary. From these rises the importance of designing 
strong mobilization and acceleration phases for this plan.  
In summary, the change implantation plan focuses on the mobilization and acceleration 
phases of the Change Path Model (Cawsey et al.,2016). From discussions and meetings with the 
language department administrators and based on my previous experience at the Faculty of 
Education, a list of priorities have emerged to support managing the transition. From these, 
strategies will be elaborated to help manage stakeholders’ reactions to change. In order to apply 
these strategies in a systematic and organized fashion, a strong guiding coalition will be created. 
Consequently, stakeholders’ analysis will be conducted to identify individuals who will form the 
first guiding coalition. Admittedly, a change plan such as this one requires time as well as 
financial, technological, and human resources. Furthermore, potential issues may arise in the 
form of ceremonial compliance (Milian, Davies, & Zarifa, 2016), resistance, and lack of 
technological skills. Therefore, the guiding coalition needs to overcome challenges, one step at a 
time, through SL and TL approaches, to achieve a more efficient balance between Market-
Hierarchy and the Clan-Adhocracy cultures. 
In the next section, we will examine how we will monitor and evaluate the change 
process in the integration of a more balanced interplay between the Market-Hierarchy and the 
Clan-Adhocracy cultures in the language department. 
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
As Schön (1973) once said: “We must become able not only to transform our institutions 
in response to changing situations, we must invent institutions which are learning systems 
capable of bringing about their own continuing transformation” (p. 222). Inspired by these 
words, which underpin a transformational leadership approach, monitoring and evaluating the 
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proposed change in the language department not only aims to determine the success of the 
implementation of BL and DL in language teaching but most importantly to assert the impact of 
the change to support the department’s overall change capacity. Does this change process help 
language teachers to reflect, question, and develop their own language teacher identity 
(Akkerman & Meijer, 2011; Cawsey et al., 2016)? Does it assist in integrating a more balanced 
interplay between the Market-Hierarchy cultures and the Clan-Adhocracy cultures (Cameron, 
2011; Cameron & Quinn, 2011) in the language department? Does it enable and empower 
language teachers to understand and respond to 21st century student’ needs? It may take years to 
gather enough evidence to answer these questions. However, within the scope of this OIP, the 
monitoring and evaluation of the change plan at the end of each teaching session for the duration 
of the mobilization and acceleration phases (+/- 24 months) will reveal the appropriateness of the 
pathway we have taken. 
Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) suggest that change process monitoring and evaluating 
will provide information to management and support accountability. More specifically, in our 
context, monitoring and evaluating will provide answers on the impact not only to ourselves as 
teachers in the current language department but also to departmental administrators such as the 
department director, the dean of the faculty, the TLSS department which supports this 
implementation technically and financially, and to University X’s senior administration 
concerned with the return on investment (ROI).  
Cyclical Approach for Improvement: PDSA 
 
Considering that this change plan involves short-, mid-, and long-term measurable goals, 
it will be imperative to monitor changes regularly and repeatedly, to identify potential issues, and 
to identify early results. Likewise, evaluating the plan systematically after each teaching session 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
92 
  
will permit a decision and judgment of the appropriateness, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and 
sustainability of BL and DL on students’ interests, retention, persistence, and success in learning 
languages (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). 
Ergo, to capture the entirety of the change process, we will use the most recent version of 
Deming’s model (1950) namely the Langley, Moen, Nolan, Nolan, Norman, and Provost (2009) 
model of improvement also known as the Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) model.  
As Popescu and Popescu (2015) suggest, this model allows for an “assessment that 
enables the coordination of efforts to improve organizational processes to achieve excellence” 
(p.694). We will build our assessment on the three following questions as proposed by Langley 
et al. (2009): (a) What are we trying to accomplish in the language department (Plan-Do), (b) 
How will we know that the implementation of BL and DL in language teaching impacted the 
language department structure and culture (Study), and (c) What changes can we make in the 
language department that will result in improvement (Act)? In the following section, the PDSA 
model applied to this change, will be detailed in conjunction with the selected frameworks for 
leading the proposed change; that is the Cawsey et al. (2016) Change Path Model and the Kotter 
(1996) Model of change.  
Step 1: Plan. As Kotter and Schlesinger (1979) state, organizational changes should be 
based on consistent strategies along the strategic continuum to increase chances of success. 
Hence, in this Plan phase, much attention will be paid to clarity of the implementation plan to 
the involvement of stakeholders (including the resisters), and to the stakes involved. 
Grounded in the awakening phase (Cawsey et al., 2016) and resting on the urgency of 
action (Kotter, 2008) presented, explained, and discussed with all stakeholders, this Plan phase 
consists of mobilizing the main stakeholders (Cawsey et al., 2016), specifically the teachers to 
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clearly define and analyze the problem impacting University X’s language department (Popescu 
& Popescu, 2015). As discussed earlier, as a result of stakeholders’ analysis, a conceptual map of 
people’s positions on the adoption continuum is drawn (Cawsey et al., 2016), and based on the 
insights gained from that analysis, an initial guiding coalition will be formed (Kotter, 2008). 
This team will be instrumental in creating a Professional Learning Community (PLC) 
aimed at having a positive impact on both teaching practices and student achievement as studied 
by Vescio et al. (2008). Furthermore, and aiming at improving and sustaining strong 
communication, the language department PLC will be embedded within a dialogical working 
space (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011; O'Connor & Michaels, 2007; Thoresen & Smets, 2017,) 
which is, according to Tsoukas and Shotter (2019), a type of interaction aimed at bringing 
change from within individuals that leads to self-distanciation, namely to individuals taking 
distance from their customary and unreflective ways of acting as practitioners. This dialogical 
arena (space) will allow for a time and a space where moments of “common reference created 
between teachers, will join individuals as co-participants in this situation and provide their 
interactions with a common orientation” (p. 2). 
Thus, every two weeks, during Year 2, teachers, led by the guiding coalition, will meet 
and be guided to support the transition between their understanding of where the discussion has 
led up to this point to where it might go next (Tsoukas, 2018; Tsoukas & Shotter, 2019). 
Step 2: Do. During this period (as we enter the second year), which consists of the 
ongoing mobilization interwoven with the acceleration phase (Cawsey et al., 2016), the guiding 
coalition will be working to initiate planning options.  In this phase, through an ethic of care 
(Ehrich, Harris, Klenowski, Smeed, & Spina, 2015; Keeling, 2014) and appropriate intrinsic 
motivation strategies (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewicz, 2015), teachers will be encouraged and 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
94 
  
empowered to take risks in exploring BL and DL in their own language classes. Appropriate 
digital tools will be selected, based on people’s needs and interests, to proceed with a first 
implementation trial during the current academic year. To highlight success in achieving mid- 
and long-term goals, the creation of letters of recognition, dean’s accolades, and performance 
appraisal certificates will be available for inclusion in a professional dossier at the end of that 
academic year. Furthermore, possible workload compensation and invitations to present success 
stories at TLSS innovation workshops will serve as incentives. In the Do phase, maintaining 
sensemaking conversations will alleviate obstacles through listening and facing resistance openly 
but strategically, to respect an individual’s pace and space. It will also permit the tracking and 
gauging of progress and adjusting to unexpected arising situations if needed. 
Step 3. Study. As Kotter (2009) states, there are several reasons why transformation 
efforts may fail. In the Study Step, the guiding coalition will review how things progressed in 
that first trial (end of the second year). The Study step will be an appropriate time to reiterate and 
review (a) the change urgency presence and level that drives stakeholder motivation, (b) the 
effectiveness of the guiding coalition in the change effort, (c) the common vision formulated in 
the Plan step, (d) the effectiveness of the communication strategies, (e) the ability to remove 
obstacles and to deal with resistance, (f) the short-term wins and incentives system, and (g) the 
strategies to keep momentum going. 
To address what Hall (2013) refers to as the “fidelity of implementation” (p.275), and as 
suggested by Fink (2013), three sets of procedures will be used for collecting data: “direct 
evidence of changes in teaching or learning, specific information from teachers and specific 
information from the students” (p.53). 
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Direct evidence of changes in teaching. It may take several teaching sessions or 
even years to assess accurately direct evidence of changes in teaching and learning. However, 
some results may be observable after the first academic year. For example, initial feedback could 
include information collected about teacher’ and student’ satisfaction, teacher’ engagement, 
teacher’ desire to repeat the experience in the following year, and increased interest in training. 
As this change grows within the ethics of care and critique (Starratt, 1991), the guiding coalition 
will examine, observe, and analyze both available classroom artifacts and course materials, and 
engage teachers through self-examination and reflexive strategies.  
To measure the impact of the training done during the Plan phase, we will use the 
Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI) (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004), to which we will add 
questions designed for our specific situation. As suggested by Kelley, Cruz, and Fire (2017), 
questions will be designed to measure aspects related to reorganization and integration of BL and 
DL with other methodologies in language teaching. These questions will gauge the timing, the 
level of implementation, and the effect of integration. Questions will also aim at evaluating the 
process of change, the effectiveness of the communication, preparation, training, and staff 
support. Moreover, the questionnaires will include open-ended questions about professional 
benefits, challenges, and strategies related to integration. In this Study step, as servant leaders, 
we will listen and value insights from teachers during short semi-structured one-on-one 
interviews and during formal and informal conversations. 
Specific information from teachers. As per direct evidence change in teaching, specific 
information from teachers will evolve over several years. However, as each individual moves at a 
different pace on the adoption continuum, monitoring for the purpose of supporting 
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each teacher will be done during and at the end of each teaching session. In an effort to provide 
information to the guiding coalition and as illustrated in  Appendix 5 we will use the Concerns 
Based Adoption Model (CBAM) (Hall, 2013; Hall & Hord, 2006; Hall & Jones, 1976) composed 
of three diagnostic dimensions, namely: (a) stages of concern ( SoC) to understand feelings and 
teacher’ perception experience with BL and DL in language teaching; (b) levels of use (LoU), 
which will assess actions and behaviours teachers engage in as they progress in adopting this 
methodology; and (c) innovation configurations (IC), which will allow us to map on the 
continuum from ideal to least desirable practice in implementing BL and DL. 
This assessment process will help us reach a consensus on where we are in terms of 
stages of implementation (Hall, 2013). The results generated from applying the CBAM will help 
the guiding coalition to improve the process, to measure understanding, to facilitate the change 
effort, and to grasp all dimensions of the change. As per the previous section, one-one-one 
interviews and conversations with stakeholders will provide additional valuable information. 
Specific information from students. In this OIP, we want to determine whether BL and 
DL have an impact not only on students’ learning and performance in their L2 but also on their 
conceptions of learning a language (Fink, 2013). In order to achieve this, we will rely on the 
Student Assessment of Learning Gains (SALGains) instrument because it asks students to assess 
and report on their own learning and on the aspects of a course that have contributed to that 
learning. The SALG website allows us to build a student questionnaire that reflects the 
particularities of language learning in a BL or DL language course, making this instrument powerful 
and useful in this OIP.  
Furthermore, and as Kelley (2018) suggests, we will retain one section of the Instructional 
Development & Evaluation Assessment (IDEA) course evaluation questionnaire because, that 
section allows students to self-assess their progress according to 10 specific course objectives 
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(e.g., gaining factual knowledge, developing creative capacities, developing oral and written 
skills) (Marsh, 1994) which are relevant to our specific context. As this OIP aims to ensure 
language learning access to all students (ethic of justice), semi-structured interviews with 
students will be conducted to gather additional valuable feedback. 
Step 4. Act. Moving into the Act step of the PDSA cycle, new ideas will be gathered, 
adapted, adopted, or even perhaps rejected, based on the feedback gathered in the Study step, as 
illustrated in Figure 3.3. As Moen and Norman (2009, 2010) identified, this step elaborates on 
the next steps in the implementation process that will anchor BL and DL in language teaching 
(Kotter, 2008) and lead to its institutionalization. Have the implemented changes effectively 
addressed the PoP? It may take long-term monitoring, along with several assessment and 
evaluation sessions to be able to answer this question accurately. However, in this OIP, the 
objective is not simply to study the results but also to monitor steadily and constantly to ensure a 
guiding presence to the teachers. As Pietrzak and Paliszkiewicz (2015) highlight, it is not just 
about acting but more in adjusting to the many arising circumstances in the implementation 
process. 
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Figure 3.3. OIP Change Cycle. PDSA Cycle. Adapted from Kotter (1996) and Cawsey et al. 
(2016).  
 
In summary, to ensure the overall efficiency and efficacy of the planned change in the 
language department, monitoring and evaluating the change process is necessary. In order to do 
that, we will use the most recent version of Deming’s model (1950) namely the Langley et al. 
(2009) Model of Improvement, also known as the Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) cycle, to define 
and refine exactly what we are trying to accomplish. The analysis of these four phases, will help 
to assess if what we do impacts the language department structure and culture and ultimately, if 
the changes result in attaining our social cognition and cultural change’ objectives for the 
language department. We will use instruments to collect data and direct evidence of changes in 
teaching and learning, through specific information from both teachers and students (Hall, 2013).  
The next section will focus on the plan to communicate the need for change and the 
change process to stakeholders. In doing so, we will examine the necessity to build a more 
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effective communication system both internally and externally and the importance of sharing and 
disseminating our newly gained experiences, expertise, and successes in this change process. 
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and the Change Process 
 
As mentioned in previous sections, University X’s language department is facing some 
urgency to align its vision to its strategic mandate and, as a consequence, to adjust its 
pedagogical options accordingly. As originally communicated by University X’s senior 
administration in Year 1, one of the strategies suggested to face the new institutional context is to 
adopt digital pedagogies. Consequently, there is a call to implement BL and DL in all faculties. 
As determined in Chapters 1 and 2, in University X’s language department, this shift in 
pedagogy requires reconfiguration in the department’s competing internal cultures (Cameron, 
2011; Cameron & Quinn, 2011). To achieve this new cultural balance which, in turn, will allow 
the implementation of BL and DL in language teaching, effective and efficient communication 
systems must be put into place with both internal and external stakeholders (Markiewicz & 
Patrick, 2016). 
Building Communication Between Internal Stakeholders 
 
By virtue of the fact that this proposed change arose from University X’s strategic plan, 
much will need to be done not merely to explain or to convince teachers of the applicability of 
BL and DL in language teaching but also, as Katz and Dack (2013) propose to convey the added 
value for teachers of adopting a way of thinking toward this change that interrupts the status quo 
in the service of real professional learning. 
Henceforth, the premise that will underpin interactions between stakeholders is to “create 
and sustain a culture of inquiry in which real professional learning is at the centre” (p. 36). In 
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other words, communication in the department will revolve around the idea that learning to learn 
is itself just as important for the language department as the change plan in which the learning is 
taking place (Katz & Dack, 2013). Consequently, a sustained effort will be given to nurture 
sense-making conversations within the bi-weekly dialogical space (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011) 
where the language used will convey the added values both to the teachers and to the language 
department regarding this needed change (Bushe & Marshak, 2009). 
Create a Dialogical Space 
 
Year 2- Mobilization phase. As defined by Akkerman and Meijer (2011), a dialogical 
space is where “one and all suspend assumptions about being right and take the time to consider 
and explore the unfamiliar, question, and above all, listen to one another” (p. 14). While this 
change plan rests on a servant and transformational leadership, communicating about the 
department’s need for change from the current to a desired state will require guidance by the 
guiding coalition. As many language teachers are skeptical about the relevance of BL and DL in 
language teaching, initial interactions will be focused on the department’s strengths to empower 
teachers, to build trust with the guiding coalition and among teachers, and to trigger an interest to 
explore new pedagogies. To accomplish this, applying Collins’s (2001) Hedgehog Concept helps 
to look at this complex change from a more manageable perspective. The Hedgehog Concept 
refers to how leaders can simplify a problem into a single, organized idea, in a sort of basic 
principle that serves to unify and guide all decisions. It takes complexity and brings it down to 
simple, yet profound ideas. To apply this concept to the language department, the guiding 
coalition’s task is to have teachers consider and answer the following three questions: (a) What 
are the brutal facts that we are facing, as language teachers in this language department; (b) What 
are we best at as a language department on this campus; and (c) What/who are we passionate 
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about, as language teachers? The purpose of this is to generate a consensus about the 
department’s strengths, togetherness, and uniqueness on campus. 
Likewise, to successfully communicate the need for change in the language department, 
Bushe and Marshak (2009) suggest using an appreciative inquiry strategy consisting of focusing 
on changing how teachers think instead of what they do. Hence, they suggest focusing “on 
supporting self-organizing change processes that flow from new ideas” (p.161). For instance, 
during the bi-weekly meetings in Year 2, the guiding coalition will lead a line of inquiry to 
collectively generate new ideas based on University X’s current political, economic, and social 
context including Genzer student’ needs and their expectations. This line of inquiry will generate 
new knowledge which in turn will foster the emergence of a new theory or perhaps even a 
metaphor in teachers’ minds that will compel new action (Bushe & Marshak, 2009). 
As suggested by Bushe and Kassam (2005), and as illustrated in Figure 3.4, in an effort to 
lead the language teachers to self-reflect and self-distance themselves from their more 
entrenched ways of teaching, the guiding coalition will design questions that (a) have not been 
discussed before in relation to teaching a language (surprising); (b) that will take people back to 
memories and to what matters most to them as language teachers (heart and spirit); (c) will make 
teachers listen to and answer others’ stories, to create relationships and trust and to allow 
vulnerability to emerge; and (d) will make them look at reality differently because their 
colleagues’ stories may help them reframe their assumptions (reality reframed). 
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Figure 3.4. Appreciative Inquiry. Adapted from Bushe (2018, p. 107). 
As we move further into the mobilization phase and the need for change is reemphasized 
and reiterated, strategic application of servant and transformational leadership will play an 
important role in supporting communications with and among teachers as conversations gravitate 
around teacher' education, training, involvement and empowerment. As Stes, Min-Leliveld, 
Gijbels, and Van Petegem (2010) suggest, during the bi-weekly meetings, in the dialogical space, 
rather than assigning right or wrong, teachers will be asked to consider apparent contradictions in 
pedagogical applications. To carry out this reflection, they will be engaged in “teachers’ analysis 
through role play” (p. 38). 
Through this strategy, less effective teaching will be displayed and analyzed as a means 
of cognitive reprogramming (Argyris, 2010). As Quinn et al. (2015) suggest, in as much as 
teachers are not all at the same place in the adoption continuum, this will provide the guiding 
coalition with the opportunity to encourage paradoxical thinking in discussing seemingly 
opposite concepts such as teaching a language in a BL or DL environment. Ultimately, these 
authors highlight that this strategy intends to demonstrate not only that teaching a language in 
BL and DL environments can simultaneously be true but most importantly that this is necessary, 
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giving our institutional context. Although this may involve creating conflicting points of view, 
generating conflictual interactions in that context will serve the purpose of reducing conflicts in a 
larger context (Quinn et al., 2015). 
Create a Digital Space 
 
Year 3- Acceleration phase. As we move into the acceleration phase whereby 
monitoring and evaluation take place, effective and regular sense-making conversations will 
continue to support the need for change. Effective communication will be crucial to address 
short-term goals. For example, internally, the distribution of a weekly e-newsletter will be used 
as a simple way to inform all stakeholders of the latest developments. Periodic staff meetings 
will also be useful in communicating updates. As well, the use of a popular social media site 
such as Twitter will contribute to maintaining the momentum. 
To address long-term goals, comparison data charts and tables (Fink, 2013) made of pre-
BL and DL data with post-BL and DL data, along with control groups, will allow the guiding 
coalition to pursue appreciative inquiry with stakeholders. Most importantly, as Gray and 
Radloff (2011) suggest, our dialogical space will be a safe environment to discuss the multiple 
meanings of impact which may include unintended results and possible negative results. In this 
context and, as the need for change becomes evidence of change, as Mento et al. (2002) suggest, 
communication about lessons learned will allow us to continue to move forward and to adopt 
and/or adapt strategies in order to maximize the use of conclusions, to redesign where required 
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016), and to support those who need renewed support. 
As we aim to create and sustain a culture of inquiry and the creation of new knowledge 
(Tsoukas & Shotter, 2019), the appreciative inquiry line of questioning will include not only the 
understanding of the outputs we obtained (such as numbers of BL or DL language courses or 
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student registrations and demographics) but also understanding the outcomes which involve 
changes in teachers’ behaviours and attitudes and even overall departmental culture (Patterson 
Lorenzetti, 2014). 
In Year 3, as we meet from bi-weekly to monthly in the dialogical space, a Professional 
Learning Community (PLC) system within a digital space will be created to provide teachers 
with an additional communication space where they will be able to share, reach out for support, 
and find out about successes and milestones. Moreover, incorporating a digital space will also 
help teachers use and understand the technology found in BL and DL learning environments.  
Therefore, and as suggested by Driscoll (2002), a digital space within the Learning Management 
System (LMS), namely Desire-To-Learn (D2L) Brightspace, will serve as our common virtual 
dialogical space. Consequently, and in order to extend on the appreciative inquiry process 
elaborated earlier, Driscoll’s (2002) recommendations will be followed. 
1. A space needs to be organized in a way that team’ reflections and productions are 
clearly visible to all and where every teacher can post, see, and comment on 
constructed tasks. 
2. There will be PLCs forums where teachers may ask and answer questions as well as 
consult other members. 
3. The digital space will contain available material and suggested use as well as 
information for next in person meetings. 
4. A section called Kudos will be dedicated to highlighting short-term wins, small 
victories, and special mentions. 
5. Teams will access a schedule and a virtual space to meet using web-conferencing. 
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6. The digital space will contain an area for mentoring and coaching, where the coalition 
team will provide information and answer questions. 
7. A section called “job-aids” (Driscoll, 2002, p. 54) will support teachers with models 
and samples of BL and DL course instructions and show examples of lessons under 
construction. 
8. A section will be created under the title of “Ask an expert,” where teachers will be 
able to read, consult, and contact experts from other locations. 
9. The digital space will contain a section called “Lifeline” where webinars, videos and 
related conferences will be posted. 
10. Communications will be maximized through emails, messaging, Twitter threads, 
videoconferencing, and a dissemination section with teachers’ emerging research, 
publications, and presentations. 
In summary, for this change plan to be successful, a strong communication system must 
be thoughtfully designed. Both a dialogical and a digital space will ensure that all stakeholders 
are aware of individual small victories as well as important milestones in the change process. By 
the time, teachers engage in Year 3, they will have reached various levels of empowerment and 
engagement in the change process. At this point, as teachers will be immersed in implementing 
BL and DL in their own classes, effective communication will be essential to keep people 
informed, to provide help, support, resources, and to maintain momentum. Hitherto, teachers will 
then be frequent participants in both spaces, which will continue to provide a safe arena to 
discuss the change process. In the next section, an explanation is provided on the importance and 
the value of disseminating the experience, expertise, and changes achieved for both the language 
department and University X  
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Dissemination 
 
As the language department is a unique unit within University X’s Faculty of Arts, 
informing external stakeholders of the progress of the change process will have a significant 
impact on the department’s credibility and accountability. As illustrated in Table 3.1, sharing 
results and celebrating with the dean and the department director (who are supporting the 
initiative) will be meaningful. This will also provide valuable information to the faculty dean 
who wants to be made aware of the on-going available data and the extent of the faculty’s 
participation rates and satisfaction. 
Dissemination of news on the implementation of BL and DL in language teaching will be 
shared with external stakeholders through special mentions, reports, pictures, teacher and student 
survey results, presentations at meetings, etc. As well, lectures, demonstrations, and sampling 
will be proposed to the TLSS department to highlight innovative pedagogies in language 
teaching. Dissemination could involve exposés on individual teacher practices across other teams 
and eventually to the entire university (Preskill, 2014). Moreover, and as Preskill highlights, 
dissemination supports the generation of learning within an organization therefore encouraging 
collaboration and team reflection. In that sense, the change successes found in the language 
department may help raise awareness or even enlighten other departments on campus 
(Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). Furthermore, dissemination will involve sharing the digital 
space’s “Lifeline and Communication” sections where webinars, videos, and related conferences 
will appear as well as University X’s language teachers’ emerging research, publications and 
presentations. 
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Table 3.1 
Plan to Communicate Need for Change and Change Process in Language Department 
 
Inspired by Cawsey, et al. (2016).  
 
In summary, in order to achieve a new balance between the language department’s 
competing internal cultures (Cameron, 2011; Cameron & Quinn, 2011), effective and efficient 
communication systems must be implemented both internally and externally.. A dialogical space 
concept (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011) will be introduced where teachers will be guided to suspend 
assumptions about being right and take the time to consider and explore, question, and listen to 
one another. A digital space will also be created to encourage PLCs to form through an LMS. 
Furthermore, the guiding coalition will apply an appreciative line of inquiry strategy (Bushe & 
Marshak, 2009) focusing on changing how teachers think, allowing for new ideas to flow. Other 
strategies will be used such as analysing contradictions in pedagogical applications, role play, 
and paradoxical thinking, to demonstrate the change necessity given our institutional context. 
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Communication and dissemination will also be supported through displays of data charts and 
tables, weekly e-newsletter, periodic staff meetings, and Twitter. Both outputs and outcomes will 
be communicated to inform all stakeholders about students’ enrolment news and demographics 
as well as changes in the overall departmental culture. 
Chapter Conclusion 
 
Chapter 3 outlines the change implementation as University X’s language department 
prepares for the mobilization and acceleration phases (Cawsey et al., 2016), as illustrated in 
Appendix 6 and Appendix 7. Although this OIP is elaborated over 24 months, it will take more 
time to achieve the full implementation and institutionalization of BL and DL in language 
teaching, as it involves balancing and shifting competing cultural values. To prepare for potential 
implementation issues, much attention and care is given to the Plan step of the PDSA cycle. 
Careful preparation includes stakeholders’ analysis, building a guiding coalition, crafting a 
common vision, developing short-, mid-, and long-term goals, and supporting and engaging 
teachers, using servant and transformational leadership approaches (Kotter, 2008). 
By monitoring and evaluating the process, during the Do and Study steps of the PDSA cycle, it is 
hoped that collected feedback from various sources will empower, motivate, help innovate, 
remove obstacles, and decrease resistance for its teachers. Consequently, based on lessons 
learned (Mento et al., 2002), teachers in the language department will be able to adapt, adopt, or 
abandon pedagogical practices. 
In this chapter, we also emphasized the role of language in the interactions with and 
among teachers. Through a dialogical space (Tsoukas & Shotter, 2019) applying appreciative 
inquiry (Bushe & Marshak, 2009), the guiding coalition will lead teachers to engage relationally 
with one another to distance themselves from their own pedagogical concepts in order to 
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consider new concepts which will nurture the growth of new knowledge. Finally, a digital space 
through an LMS supports the actions and interactions of Professional Learning Communities 
(PLCs) made up of groups of teachers. This space will ensure adequate communications between 
internal and external stakeholders and will help to disseminate successes and achievements with 
the scholarly community both on and off campus. 
Next Steps and Future Considerations 
 
Considering the short-and long-term objectives involved in this OIP, it makes sense to 
consider the next steps: (a) in the short-term (2 years), (b) in the mid-term (5 years), and (c) in 
the long-term (ten year and more).  
First, because of the arrival of the pandemic, the urgency to adopt BL and DL has taken a 
new turn that will play a significant role in the perception of this methodology by language 
teachers. Although all teachers will have to resort to BL and DL in language teaching during the 
next academic year, their basic assumptions, individual espoused values, and taken-for-granted 
beliefs about language teaching remain unchanged. Consequently, using BL and DL will be 
perceived as a temporary contingency strategy to be dropped as soon as the pandemic situation 
returns to normal. Ergo, using BL and DL in language teaching will not be long-lasting as the 
need to establish congruence between competing cultures in the language department is not 
addressed.  
Although the pandemic has had a negative impact on many levels, it may turn out to be a 
blessing in disguise in the context of this OIP.  As BL and DL are already going to be imposed 
on language teachers, the guiding coalition will adapt the initial plan to be able to follow teachers 
in parallel and provide support and help using SL and TL strategies. For example, the guiding 
coalition will focus on establishing strong communication systems such as introducing dialogical 
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and digital spaces as soon as possible through Zoom, MS Teams, and other interactive platform, 
to begin the reflexive process. Based on examples and problems provided by teachers’ own 
virtual situations, the guiding coalition will plan discussions, workshops, presentations, and 
modeling sessions. Language teachers will be motivated and supported by a strong group of 
leaders who have experience and expertise, but most importantly teachers will be part of a 
learning team which thrives on building new knowledge and a capacity for change, and learning 
and adapting to an institutional environment that may change quickly and unexpectedly. 
Second, in the next five years, it is possible to assume that, when the pandemic state of 
emergency ends, lasting effects on University X’s courses and programs offerings will persist. It 
is also realistic to predict that BL and DL will continue to attract both domestic and international 
students. In the language department, teachers will have moved to various positions on the 
adoption continuum as a result of their individual experiences.  
Consequently, and in the vein of bringing balance between competing cultures,  the 
guiding coalition will continue to revisit and adapt the change plan to include new variables that 
emerged along the way, such as new and more language teachers involvement, new technologies, 
and new institutional, economic, and market pressures. A renewed guiding coalition will 
continue to follow the flow of change and keep the momentum alive through strong 
communication as institutionalization of BL and DL in language teaching will slowly become 
the new norm in the language department.  
Third, over the next ten years, next steps for the language department will involve 
continuing to follow rapid changes in the institutional context. For example, as technologies 
evolve, it will be critical for the language department and its teachers to remain vigilant about 
students’ ever-changing needs and with novelties in pedagogies. Consequently, in the spirit of 
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the newly gained department change capacity, leaders in the department must stay ahead of the 
curve by keeping the channels open and communicating both internally and externally and by 
exploring how to improve what we do and how we think about language pedagogies. As 
Augmented Reality (AR) and Artificial Intelligence (AI) gain momentum, it is reasonable to ask: 
How will the language department continue to change and adapt to this new realty? How will it 
think about and adapt this new technology to make language teaching and learning more 
efficient?  
If the chosen solution to our initial problem of practice is deemed appropriate to be 
monitored and evaluated through the PDSA cycle, the following three future considerations 
might help to improve its overall impact and help to design a renewed solution. Future 
considerations should include impact analysis at three levels, namely (a) at the institution level, 
(b) at the teacher’ level, and (c) at the student’ level.  
Future considerations about the impact of implementing BL and DL in language teaching 
at the institution consist in asking: What is the impact of successful implementation of BL and 
DL in language teaching on University X’s organization? What is the impact in the language 
department? Was there an impact on student enrolment and access? Did BL and DL in language 
teaching have the expected effects? Did it have unexpected effects? What effects did it have on 
enrolment during the pandemic, after it, and over time?  
Additionally, future considerations must include the impact on teachers. What impact did 
BL and DL language teaching have on teachers’ mindsets and attitudes toward language 
teaching? Will teachers continue to teach a language in BL and DL modalities after the 
pandemic? What impact did the support system and the guiding coalition have on their ability to 
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teach online? What is the impact on language teachers’ learning, attitudes, knowledge, skills, and 
behaviours? 
Furthermore, and finally, the impact on students must be included in future 
considerations. Will students continue or start to enrol in BL and DL language courses? What are 
their beliefs about learning a language in BL and DL formats? How do they feel about such 
courses after having taken one or several? Did taking a language course in a BL or DL format 
change their perceptions, performance, learning outcomes, and study approaches (Stes et al., 
2010)? Future considerations and research should be encouraged by measuring actual changes in 
these three aspects (Stes et al., 2010). 
Conclusion 
 
As we have seen in Chapters 1, 2, and 3, our Problem of Practice behind this OIP 
emerged first from University X’s 2013-2020 Strategic Plan, is now gaining new momentum 
because of the recent release of the 2020-2030 University X’s Strategic Plan, and now with the 
emergence of the new COVID-19 pandemic. As this change plan’s rationale aligns with 
University X’s senior administrators' vision, the Faculty of Arts mission and values, and the 
language department director's future plan, it is anticipated that there will be favourable support 
by many external and internal stakeholders. However, some resistance is expected. 
As awareness of the new institutional context continues to spread among language 
teachers, uncertainty (both individual and professional) will play an important role in teacher' 
engagement toward this change plan. Moreover, as the language department continues to face 
decreases in enrolment, pressure to provide access and career preparedness to all students, the 
changes presented in this OIP will appear as an appropriate solution to solve these challenging 
problems. As Hernes (2007) once said, “The endurance of an organization is explained by its 
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ability to fit with its external environment” (p. 16). As this department is moving into its 52nd 
year of existence, it becomes critical for its survival to revisit its vision, pedagogies and multiple 
cultures. It must respond to the new institutional context through new approaches rather than by 
making the “major source of its new plan, an old plan” (Mintzberg, 1994, p. 180). As Buller 
(2015) suggests, it is important to reflect on what we do best and ask how to do even better in 
our particular institutional context. 
As a change leader, I hope to nurture a mindset where people feel that the department is a 
force, not just a place (Buller, 2015), and where we are able to be creative together and engage in 
productive activities within our thriving culture of innovation (Buller, 2015). This requires 
some unlearning and relearning in the 21st century context, where we need to become a new 
kind of human being (Wheatley, 2006), one who is more conscious of self, more socially and 
culturally wise, and innovative in taking action (Schein, 2015). As a lifelong learner, I look 
forward to the challenge ahead. 
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Appendix 1 
Language Learning Generational Comparison 
 
 
 
Adapted from Expressworks International (2017). 
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Appendix 2 
Language Department’s STEEPLED Analysis 
 
 
Social Technological Economic Environmental/ 
ecological 
Political Legal Ethical Demographic 
1. Society’s 
expectations of the 
workforce are 
changing. 
2. Social media have 
an impact on 
education. 
3. Increased emphasis 
on collaborative tasks 
4. More people work 
from home 
5. Educational 
environment is 
changing 
 
5. Students mobility. 
6. Internationaliza- 
tion & globalization 
are increasing 
7. Public perception 
of appropriateness of 
service. 
8. Debate re: Do the 
current 
methodologies of 
teaching an L2 
provide sufficient 
level of language 
fluency for the 
1. Technologies are 
changing quickly. 
2. Employers expect 
new employees to be 
digitally literate. 
3. Technologies 
involving distance 
meeting is accessible 
to all. 
4. Access to Learning 
Management System 
(LMS) to all. 
5. Students are 
increasingly familiar 
with technologies. 
1. Increasing 
institutional fees. 
2. Increasing student 
fees. 
3. Learning priority 
shift. 
4. Student enrollment 
and attrition at the 
Faculty of Arts & in 
Languages 
department. 
6. Increasing 
competitiveness 
between HEIs. 
7. Normative 
pressures coming 
from other HEIs & 
growing desire for 
normative 
isomorphism in 
University X. 
 
8. Funding is 
provided by 
provincial 
government and by 
University X to 
teachers’ support 
training in Blended 
and Distance 
1. Reduce students’ 
traveling by bus or 
car. 
2. Reduce staff 
traveling & parking. 
3. Support for 
university 
sustainability and 
energy saving. 
4. More efficient 
usage of space. 
5. ‘You know, since 
we moved more 
extensively into 
blended and fully 
online learning, the 
university has 
considerably reduced 
its carbon footprint. 
Commuting for both 
staff and students is 
down by around 30% 
from 2019, despite 
the 15% increase in 
our enrolments. That 
wasn’t our main 
intent, but it’s a very 
important side 
benefit of blended 
and online learning.’ 
1. The MTCU 
differentiation 
policies include 
new and innovative 
teaching 
methodologies 
2. The MTCU 
policies re: 
expanding 
students’ learning 
experiences & 
career 
preparedness. 
 
2.University X 
Strategic Mandate 
Agreement (SMAs) 
to develop BL and 
DL across campus. 
1. Collective 
bargaining 
agreement: 
Workload, 
qualifications, 
professional 
development, 
lifelong 
learners. 
 
2. Negotiation 
between 
teachers’ 
federations and 
University X. 
3. Job postings 
wording. 
4. Choice 
selection for 
full-time and 
part-time 
teachers 
1. Revisiting of the 
concept of 
academic freedom. 
2. Intellectual 
property 
3. Copyrights 
4. Increase of 
plagiarism 
5. Increase in online 
resources. 
6. E-books and 
E-Workbooks. 
7. A shift in public 
values 
8. Challenges of 
traditional values 
of higher education 
1. Increase of International 
students’ presence 
2. Enrollment and retention 
rates in University X, Faculty of 
Arts and Languages Department. 
3. Increase of returning adult 
learners. 
4. Increase need to serve a 
population outside of the regular 
area. 
 
5. Student mobility 
6. Students’ movements to or 
from University X’s area. 
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    workplace? 
9. Pressures from 
tenured faculty to 
publish and who do 
not want the 
increased workload. 
10. Loosely guided 
languages 
department operates 
largely independently 
means that it is not 
always well 
supported. 
     learning. (University X) 
    
1. Faculty of Arts 
needs to adapt 
quickly to new social 
environment. 
2. Possible threat to 
some courses in the 
department. 
1. Need to support 
teaching training in 
short and long terms. 
2. Need to implement 
plan to include new 
technologies in 
language teaching. 
1. BL and DL may 
support students’ 
enrollment and 
retention. 
2. May affect 
positively on a long- 
term 
3. May assure 
department 
sustainability in the 
long-term. 
4. Would place this 
languages 
department at a 
competitive level 
with others in 
Ontario and 
elsewhere. 
1. Supports University 
X’s sustainability 
plan. 
2. Is in line with 
environmental/eco- 
logical local and 
provincial 
recommendations 
1. Is in line with 
provincial 
guidelines. 
2. Is in line with the 
University and the 
Faculty of Arts 
Strategic Plans 
3. Is in line with the 
department’s 
vision, mission, and 
values. 
1.BL and DL 
may bring 
forward some 
legal issues 
such as identity 
theft, 
plagiarism. 
1. Need to revisit 
Intellectual 
property definition. 
2. Need to redefine 
some copyrights 
regulations for 
Education. 
1. Would serve a greater 
population 
2. Would open a more 
diversified course offering. 
3. Would answer the needs of a 
greater variety of learners 
4. Would increase learners’ 
equity. 
Changing quickly/ 
Unknown 
Changing quickly/ 
Unknown 
Urgent Unknown Between 2020- 
2030 
Between 2020- 
2030 
Between 2020- 
2030 
Changing quickly/ Unknown 
Social Technological Economic Environmental/ecol 
ogical 
Political Legal Ethical Demographic 
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Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Possibly 
negative 
Possibly negative Positive 
Increasing Increasing Urgent Increasing Unchanged Unknown Unknown Increasing 
Critical Important Critical Important Important Unknown Unknown Important 
 
STEEPLED Analysis (Cadle, Paul & Turner, 2010; Buller, 2015) for University X’s language department.  
 
INSTITUTIONALIZING BL AND DL IN LANGUAGE TEACHING AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 
147 
  
Appendix 3 
                  The Organizational Capacity for Change (OCC) Instrument 
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Judge (2011). Used with permission
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Appendix 4 
Possible solutions to address the problem of practice 
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Appendix 5 
Data collection during Study Step 
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Appendix 6 
Integrated Framework for Implementing the Change Process in the Language 
Department 
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Appendix 7 
Plan for Implementing and Institutionalizing BL and DL in University X’s language department 
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Adapted from Cawsey et al. (2016).
 
 
 
  
 
 
